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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE vunDERsTAND that the annual provincial meeting of the 
Incorporated Law Society will this year be held at Plymouth on 
the 25th and 26th of August. The annual general meeting of 
the society will be held on the 10th of July. 





Or THE forty-seven actions which were transferred to Mr. 
Justice Vaucuan Wittiams a fortnight since, twenty-three 
remained undisposed of on Thursday. Eighteen of these, having 
been postponed until next sittings, will be retransferred to the 
judges from whose lists they were taken, and any of the five 
which may not have been disposed of on Friday will be at the 
head of Mr. Justice Vauenan Wix.iams’ list for Trinity Sit- 
tings. ' 





Mx. Justice Vaveuan Wituiams will continue in the Trinity 
Sittings the hearing of chancery actions, and accordingly a 
further transfer to him of fifty-two actions from the list of Mr. 
Justice Romer has been signed, and will be found in another 
column. Whatever may be the effect on the lists of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of withdrawing a judge from that division, the 
—— — will enable the authorities to form an estimate 

ow far there is need for the appointment of a permanent 
additional judge of the Chancery Division. 





Mr. Justice Kexewicu has given notice that, with certain 
exceptions, no causes with witnesses will be taken in his court 
after Whitsuntide until the non-witness list has been exhausted. 
The learned judge on Tuesday took occasion to warn the profes- 
sion that this notice must not be taken to mean that witness 
actions would be indefinitely delayed. The Chancery Division 
would continue to receive the assistance of an extra judge, and, 
in settling the list of actions to be transferred to him, care would 
be taken to transfer such causes as were highest on the list, and 
therefore presumably effective. His lordship, therefore, warned 
those whom it might concern that, in spite of the notice, they 
must be ready for hearing. 


__ 








In a petition heard before Mr. Justice Currry on Saturday 
_ last, where a summons had been previously issued for obtaining 
| the order, and refused by the chief clerk, on the ground that 
the matter was too complicated for procedure by summons, his 
‘lordship remarked that order 55 had been passed in order to 


| save expense to the suitor, and that he could not, as a matter of 
29 
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course, allow the costs of an abortive summons where the matter 
was complicated, adding that, for his lordship’s part, and having 
regard to the necessity of a statement of facts being brought 
before him in chambers, he did not entertain objections to the 
presentation of a petition in a case which presented features of 
difficulty or complication. 





Tue Mipptesex Recotsrry (Incorporated Law Society Caught 
Napping) Bill having become law, the cat has been partially let 
out of the bag. Those members of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society who doubted our predictions will be inter- 
ested to learn that the animal corresponds exactly to our sur- 
mise. As the Zimes informed its readers a few days ago :— 

‘*The Lord Chancellor has appointed Mr. Rosert Hatierr Horr, of 

Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, the Vicé-Registrar of the Office of Land 
Registry, to be the Registrar of that office in the place of the late Mr. 
Brent Spencer Fourerr, Q.C. _ By virtue of this appointment Mr. Hour 
becomes, under the Middlesex Registry Act, 1891, the Registrar also of the 
Middlesex Registry, in succession to the Queen’s Remembrancer, who was 
temporarily appointed registrar on the death of Lord Trvro.”’ 
We said above that the cat had been partially let out of the 
bag: now let us release the whole of the animal. The appoint- 
ment of Mr. Ho1r as registrar involves the payment to him out 
of the public money of the salary of £2,500 provided for the 
registrar by the Land Transfer Act, 1862. Consequently Mr. H. 
Fowter will now perceive that, in his ardent support of a 
measure which he innocently conceived to be designed in the 
interests of economy, he has in reality provided the means of 
spending a large amount of public money on an office which in 
1889 he denounced in the House of Commons as ‘one of the 
most useless and worthless offices in the whole range of our 
administrative system.” 


MorE THAN sIXTEEN candidates having been proposed, there 
will be an election this year of members of the Bar Committee, 
unless three of the nineteen candidates retire from the contest. 
As usual, the Whitsuntide vacation is selected as the most con- 
venient time for the election. The election is announced to 
commence on the 17th inst., which is a Sunday, and as the 
voting papers cannot be obtained till after the 16th inst., it is 
“difficult to see how the contest can commence on Whit Sunday, 
unless the secretary opens his chambers on that day for the 
distribution of voting papers. Perhaps the intention is—the 
Temple Church being close to the secretary’s chambers— 
that those who go for voting papers ‘may remain to 
pray.” It is to be hoped that no candidate for election who 
is a bencher of the Inner or Middle Templé will invalidate 
his elec'ion by giving an order for the Temple Church to any- 
one who has announced his intention of going to Farrar’s- 
buildings and the church on the same day. If, notwithstanding 
the announcements, the secretary’s chambers are not open on 
Whit Sunday, there can be no reasonable excuse for shutting 
them up on Bank Holiday. The last day of the election is the 
30th of May, five days being left, after the end of the vacation, 
for those who have preferred a trip out of town to thé exercise 
of the franchise. 





AFTER A LONG and inexplicable delay the important case of 
Re Jeffrey, Burt v. Arnold is reported in the Law Reports (1891, 
1 Ch. 671). We have already (ante, pp. 149, 238) discussed the 
decision in this case, and we pointed out that in many cases it 
rendered it proper to insert the maintenance and accumulation 
clauses. We expressed an opinion that in settlements of per- 
sonalty, or in gifts by will of a residue in the ordinary form, in 
which the children’s shares are made to vest at twenty-one, &c., 
the clauses in question may safely be omitted. We think it 
right, however, to warn our readers that there is a good deal of 
doubt on the matter, and we know that many of the leading 
conveyancers are of opinion that, owing to the grounds of the 
decision in Re Jeffrey, the clauses in question should be inserted 
in all cases. And there is a case of Furneaux y. Rucker, reported 
in the Weekly Notes so long ago as 1879, and cited by Norru, J., 
in his judgment in He Jeffrey, which appears to shew that the 
opinion lastly mentioned is correct. We hold a very strong 


opinion that all cases which shew that the view generally taken 
by conveyancers is incorrect ought to be immediately reported 
in the Law Reports. The mischief occasioned by conveyancers 
taking an erroneous view of the law is very great ; the question 
to whom a large property will belong depends entirely on the 
language used by the draftsman, and if he makes a blunder it 
may be irreparable, and the property may go to the wrong 
person. For this reason we venture to hope that the Council of 
Law Reporting will inquire why Furneaux v. Rucker was not 
reported, and what was the reason for the delay in reporting Re 


Jeffrey. 


THE PROTRACTED LITIGATION in the case of the Attorney-General 
v. Emerson has at length been terminated adversely to the 
Crown by the judgment of the House of Lords. The question 
at issue was the ownership of a tract of foreshore off the coast 
of Essex, known as the Maplin Sands. It was practically 
admitted that the lord of the adjacent manors of Great and Little 
Wakering had a several fishery on the foreshore, and hence, on 
the authority of Holford v. Bailey (13 Q. B. 426), and Marshall 
v. Ulleswater Steam Navigation Co. (3 B. & 8. 732), there was 
a presumption that he was also the owner of the soil. This 
presumption, moreover, was fortified by the mode in which the 
right of fishery had been exercised, and by the fact that the lord 
was entitled to wreck. As to the former point, Lord Hatz’s 
opinion in the passage in the De Jwre Maris (Hall on the Sea 
Shore, 2nd ed., App. p. xv.) in which he defines the two kinds of 
fishing, was practically conclusive. ‘Fishing may be of two 
kinds ordinarily—viz., the fishing with the net, which may be 
either as a liberty without the soil, or as a liberty arising by 
reason of and in concomitance with the soil, or interest or pro- 
priety of it; or otherwise it is a local fishing, that ariseth by 
and from the propriety of the soil. Such are guwrgites, weares, 
fishing-places, borachia, stachia, &c., which are the very soil itself, 
and so frequently agreed in our books.”” What may be the exact 
| meaning of these latter words has not been discovered, but the 
| whole description, as Lord Herscuett pointed out, obviously aims 
| at appliances for fishing of a permanent kind, and hence it was 
applicable to the ‘‘kiddles”’ which had been used from time 
immemorial on the shore in question, and which were constructed 
with long rows of stakes fixed in the sand and left standing in 
the same place for many months together. As to the right of 
wreck, again, the entries in the court rolls shewed that it had 
been claimed by the lords from very early times, and the sands 
upon which it was taken were described as being within the 
manor. Here again, therefore, the authority of Lord Hazz is 
in point when he says (¢bid., p. 24), with reference to the owner- 
ship of the shore: ‘‘It may not only be parcel of a manor, but 
de facto it many times is so; and perchance it is parcel almost of 
all such manors as by prescription have royal fish or wrecks of 
the sea within their manor.” Taken altogether, the House of 
Lords licll that the rights which had been exercised over the 
foreshore were conclusive to shew that the soil was vested in the 
lord of the adjacent manors, and the boundaries of the foreshore 
were, of course, determined by the limits within which these 
rights had been exercised. 








ON A PREVIOUS occasion (ante, p. 324) we called attention in 
these columns to the case of Seagrove vy. Parks, in which the 
Divisional Court, by a brilliant stroke of genius, arrived at the 
startling conclusion that a naval officer serving on a British ship 
on a foreign station was neither in the jurisdiction nor out of it. 
There is quite a Gilbertian humour about this judgment, and 
the pleasantry of it is only increased by the gravity with which 
it was delivered by the court. Our readers may remember that 
at the time we ventured to doubt the sanity (we use ‘the word in 
its strict etymological sense) of this decision of the Divisional 
Court, and we suggested that if a naval officer serving on a man- 
of-war off the China station, for example, was not legally out of 
the jurisdiction, and could not therefore be served with a writ 
of summons under order 11 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
it might be as well to reverse the question, and obtain a judicial 
decision as to whether or not he could be served with an 
ordinary eight-day writ as a person within the jurisdiction. 
We pointed out that if the above Gilbertian rule of practice 
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service could not be sued at all. The point has been brought to 
the test sooner than we expected, and we are happy to say that 
a way out of the difficulty has been found, and one which com- 


British man-of-war is always a part of the parish of Stepney, 
no matter where the ship may be ; consequently those on board 
are legally in London, though their bodies may be thousands of 
miles away. An order cannot, therefore, be made to serve 
them out of the jurisdiction, while it would, of course, be an 
absurdity to cite a man in the China Seas to appear in London 
in eight days. Ord. 64, r. 7, has furnished the solution of the 
difficulty. That rule empowers the court er a judge “ to enlarge 
or abridge the time appointed by these rules,” &c. In a recent 
case Of Fraser v. Akers the judge in chambers (Pottock, B.) 
was asked to extend the eight. days fixed by the ordinary form 
of writ of summons as the time after service for entry of 
appearance. Proof was given that the defendant was a naval 
officer serving on a British ship off the West Coast of Africa, 
and the case of Seagrove v. Parks was cited to shew that the 
defendant could not be served under order 11. The judge made 
the order, and an ordinary writ for service within the jurisdic- 
tion was issued, giving the defendant ninety days to appear 
instead of the ordinary eight days. The apparent, oc 
created by Seagrove v. Parks has therefore yielded to the magic 
touch of common sense, while the legal fiction that the deck of 
a British man-of-war is a portion of English territory remains 
unimpaired. 


AccorDING TO THE judgment of the Court of Appeal in 
Harrison v. Harrison (L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 346), all questions as to 
the burdens and liabilities of real estate situate in a foreign 
country depend upon the law of the country where the real 
estate exists, and only in that country will suits to enforce them 
be entertained. This does not of course affect the enforcement 
of remedies im personam, and consequently the stipulations con- 
tained in a mortgage can be enforced in England, although the 
property which is the subject of the mortgage is land situate 
abroad. And on the same principle a foreclosure decree, being 
a decree in personam depriving the mortgagor of his personal 
right to redeem, may be made by an English court: Zoller v. 
Carteret (2 Vern. 494), Paget v. Ede (1. R. 18 Eq. 118). Where, 
however, there is no personal contract between the parties, but 
merely a charge upon the land, the English court has no 
jurisdiction in respect of it: Norris v. Chambres (29 Beav. 
246; on appeal, 3 De G. F. & J. 583). In this case, moreover, 
Lord CamrsELt, C., found an additional reason for not attempting 
to enforce a lien on foreign land in the fact that proceedings had 
been commenced in a tribunal which had undoubted jurisdiction 
to do complete justice between the parties, and which it was to 
be assumed had ample means to enforce the whole of its decree. 
And if the English courts will not entertain proceedings con- 
current with those in the foreign court, still less are they likely 
to entertain an application to restrain the decision of the matter 
by the proper tribunal. In Moor y. Anglo-Italian Bank (10 Ch. 
D. 681), where a company, which had given to the defendant 
bank a mortgage in Italian form on lands and buildings 
situated in Florence, was being wound up, JEsset, M.R., 
declined to interfere at the instance of debenture-holders so as to 
restrain the bank from enforcing its security in the Florentine 
court. In that court all the parties were at liberty to appear 
and have their rights finally settled, and there was a much 
better chance of this being done correctly than if the English 
court undertook to administer Italian law. The recent case of 
Re The Swedish and Norwegian Railway Co. (Limited) before 
Sririive, J., differed from this in that the Union Bank, whose 
proceedings in the Swedish courts the first debenture-holders 
sought, under section 85 of the Companies Act, 1862, to réstrain, 
had not a charge upon specific property in Sweden made according 
to Swedish law, but was simply the holder of debentures of a 
second issue charging all the property of the company. Inas- 


much, however, as the proceedings were taken to enforce the 
security against foreign land, the same considerations applied as 
if there had been a specific charge, and Mr. Justice Sriiixe, 


THE pxcis1on or the House of Lords in Montgomery v. Thomp- 
son does not seem to carry the law as to the use of the name of 
a place by rival manufacturers further than as it was laid down 
by the same tribunal in Wotherspoon v. Currie (L. R. 5 H. L. C. 
508). There are two points of distinction indeed. In the 
latter, the Glenfield Starch case, the name in dispute was the 
name of a district occupied by only some sixty inhabitants, and 
the manufacturer who originally used the name had removed to 
other premises some distance off. In the present case, 
which related to the right to the use of the expression, 
“Stone Ale,” the name was the name of a town with some 
six or seven thousand inhabitants, and the original brewer 
still carried on his business there. It might be contended 
that a monopoly may more readily be gained of the name 
of a small place, and that it can be retained only during actual 
residence, but, as a matter of fact, neither point is material, 
the only question being whether the new manufacturer so uses 
the name as to induce his customers to believe that they are 
obtaining the old manufacturer’s goods. If the mere use of the 
name, whatever qualifying expressions may be added, is in itself 
calculated to have this effect, then the use will be forbidden and 
none the less because the result is practically to give the old 
manufacturer a property in the name. This was the view taken 


k | in Wotherspoon v. Currie, where the defendant had not gone so 


far as to call his starch Glenfield starch, but, after ascribing 
another name to it on his packets, added Glenfield in prominent 
type as the place where it war made. This was only the truth, 
and, in point of fact, no other starch was then being made at 
Glenfield, but the practical result was to deceive the public. 
The present case is still clearer, as the defendant used the 
original expression ‘Stone Ale,” and no qualifications were 
likely to counteract the impression which it would produce in the 
localities where this is the accepted beverage. As Lord Mac- 
NAGHTEN put it, when men come to the bar asking for Stone ale 
they want the beer, and not explanations. 





THE STAMP DUTIES BILL. 


A caREFUL perusal of the Stamp Duties Bill has confirmed our 
opinion that no new charge is imposed by it on the taxpayer, 
and that it is merely a consolidation Bill. The principal changes 
made in the law are the following, all of which it will be seen 
are for the benefit of the public. 

First, the existing law, under which costs are given to the 
successful party upon appeals from adjudications, has been 
modified so as to give the court a discretion as to costs in these 
cases. If this provision is fairly acted on it will be very useful ; 
occasionally it happens that the view universally taken by the 
profession of some provision in the Stamp Act is objected to by 
the authorities at Somerset House, and it would only be fair, on 
a test case being brought forward, for no costs to be given 
against the unlucky person who had to come before the court 
merely because his legal advisers were not wiser than their 
brethren. Nay, we may go a step farther and say that there 
are some cases in which the advan to the public of having 
the law ascertained is so great that it would not be improper for 
the department to undertake to pay the costs of both sides in a 
test case. 

Secondly, according to the existing law a conveyance in con- 
sideration of money payable periodically may be held ane 
able on the aggregate amount of the poe while if payable 
in perpetuity it would be chargeable only on the aggregate 
amount payable for twenty years. In practice the authorities 
have considered twenty years as the maximum period in every 
case, and by the Bill it is intended to give legal sanction to the 
existing practice. : 

Thirdly, where the total amount secured by a mortgage is un- 
limited, the mort is only available as a security for the 
amount covered by the stamp. If the mortgage is equitable, 


liable to a duty of one shilling per cent. under the Act of 1888, 
and an advance is made in excess of the amount — Bo a 
stamp, the mortgage may be re-stamped in respect of the er 
advance. The rule as to legal mortgages is different, there is no 





owing the decision of Jxsser, M.It., declined to inter- 
ere. 


wer to re-stamp, and consequently when the amount covered 
I by the duty is advanced, a fresh security is needed on a further 
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advance being made, or if this is not done, by affixing a new 
stamp and paying the oe owing to the proper stamp not 
having been affixed originally. The Bill contains provisions 
enabling legal mortgages to be re-stamped on an advance not 
covered by the original stamp being made. 

The other alterations in the existing law are of a somewhat 
unimportant character. 

The Bill is carefully arranged: it consists of three parts. 
The first part contains regulations applicable to instruments 
generally. It consists in great part of re-enactments of the 
Stamp Act, 1870, with a few other provisions taken from 45 & 
46 Vict. c. 72 and 47 & 48 Vict. c. 76, relating to the ‘‘ Use of 
Adhesive Stamps,” and taken.from 51 Vict. c. 8, as to “ Stamp- 
— Instruments after Execution.” 

e second part of the Bill is ‘‘ Regulations relating to Par- 
ticular Instruments.” This re-enacts the provisions of the 
Stamp Act, 1890, with some very trivial exceptions, and includes 
gages as to certain equitable mortgages, taken from 51 & 52 

ict. c. 8; as to bills of exchange, taken from 34 & 35 Vict. c. 
74; as to certificates of solicitors, taken from 47 & 48 Vict. c. 
62; as to contract notes, taken from 51 & 52 Vict. c. 8; as to 
certain contracts being chargeable as conveyances on sale, taken 
from 52 & 53 Vict. c. 42. 

A modification which, in our opinion, requires reconsideration 
is made in the Stamp Act, 1880, s. 96, which provides that “an 
agreement for a lease » + for any term not exceeding 
thirty-five years is to be charged with the same duty as if it 
were an actual lease.’”’ In the Bill the words are “ not exceeding 
thirty-five years, or for any indefinite term.” If the distinction 
between the stamps on agreements for leases for terms not ex- 
ceeding thirty-five years and for leases for terms of thirty-five 
years and upwards is to be kept up, we think that the language 
of the Bill ought to run as follows :—‘‘ Not exceeding thirty-five 
years or for any indefinite term which cannot exceed thirty- 
five years.” We are not able to see the object of the insertion 
of the “indefinite term,” and, unless there is a strong reason 
for its being inserted, if ought to be struck out. 

The provisions as to leases include the provisions as to penal 
rents taken from 39 & 40 Vict. c. 16 and the provisions as to 
leases contained in the Trinity College, Dublin, Leasing and 
Perpetuity Act, 1851. If this had not been merely a con- 
solidation Bill we should have asked why an exemption from 
stamp duty is continued in favour of leases granted by the 
college, and if such exemption is proper in the case of a col- 
je in Ireland, why should it not be proper in the, case of 
colleges in England? This provision affords a striking instance 
of one of the benefits of consolidating the statute law; doing 
so brings anomalies of the law into sight and leads to their 
correction. 

The provisions as to letters of allotment include 43 & 44 Vict. 
c. 20; those as to marketable securities and foreign and colonial 
share certificates include provisions taken from 34 Vict. c. 4, 48 
& 49 Vict. c. 51, and 51 & 52 Vict. c. 8. The provisions as to 
mortgages contain the alteration already mentioned as to mort- 
gages for an unlimited amount. The provisions as to policies 
of insurance comprise parts of 28 & 29 Vict. c. 30, 30 & 31 
Vict. c. 23, 39 & 40 Vict. c. 6, 50 & 51 Vict. c. 15, 52 & 53 Vict. 
c. 42, 53 & 54 Vict. c. 8. 

Section 105, which re-enacts section 125 of the Stamp Act, 
1870, is so altered in form that to the careless reader it appears 
to have altered the law, but this is not the case, it re-enacts it 
in more concise language. 

The provisions to to stock certificates to bearer are taken from 
38 & 39 Vict. c. 83 and 44 & 45 Vict. ¢. 12. 

The third part of the Bill, called ‘ supplemental,” contains 
provisions as to the “duty on capital of companies,” taken from 
51 & 52 Vict.c. 8 and 52 & 53 Vict.c.7; as to composition 
for duty on transfers of Canadian and colonial stock, taken from 
40 & 41 Vict. c. 59; as to composition for duty by county 
councils, from 50 & 51 Vict. c. 15; as to composition for duty 
on policies against accident, from 52 & 53 Vict. c. 42; as to con- 
ditions of sale precluding objection on the ground of instru- 
ments being improperly stamped, and as to assignments of 
ee oe fog 51 & 52 Viet. c. 8. 

e e of duties is practically the on- 

tained in the Stamp Act, 1871. ee 


somewhat difficult task with remarkable skill, and we consider 
that the Bill, if it passes into law, will be very useful. 

Without discussing the many questions of policy that arise on 
stamp duties, and with the full knowledge that it is not right, 
generally speaking, to introduce reforms into a consolidation Bill, 
we venture to suggest a very small amendment in the existing 
law. An instrument stamped with an adjudication stamp is ad- 
missible in evidence and available for all —— notwithstand- 
ing that the adjudication is erroneous. Suppose that a solicitor 
has a deed adjudicated on, that the commissioners adjudicate 
erroneously, and that shortly afterwards the same solicitor has 
a precisely similar deed an in the same manner without 
having it adjudicated on. The latter deed is inadmissible in 
evidence until it is properly stamped and the penalties paid, and 
it will be observed that the commissioners have not, after the 
expiration of three months after the first execution of the instru- 
ment, power to remit the penalty ; and, even if the facts above 
stated would be a “reasonable excuse” within the meaning of 
the Bill (clause 15 (2) (c) ), so as to avoid part of the penalty, it 
must be remembered that the person producing the deed may 
be unaware of, or unable to produce evidence of, those facts. 
We suggest, therefore, that the commissioners should be 


Council of the Incorporated Law Society) to publish from time 
to time statements of the construction slatel by them on the 
Act, and that, where an instrument is stamped in accordance 
with the published statement, it shall have the same validity as 
if it had been adjudicated on. 


- THE EVIDENCE BILL. 
Il. 


WE considered last week the provisions of this measure which 
relate to the competency, examination, and attendance of wit- 
nesses in legal proceedings, ‘legal proceedings” being defined 
as meaning (clause 49) “any civil or criminal proceeding or in- 
quiry in which evidence is or may be given.” 

Part II. of the Bill deals with the proof and admissibility of 
various documents, and reproduces, in eighteen clauses, the 
effect of a large number of enactments ranging from 41 Geo. 3, 
c. 90, s. 9, which provides for the admissibility in evidence in 
Ireland of the statutes of England and Great Britain, passed 
before the Union, and vice versd, to 53 & 54 Vict. c. 63 (the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890), which makes provision for the 
proof of the proceedings of the Board of Trade. This part of 
the Bill, except where otherwise expressly provided, applies to 
the United Kingdom generally. 

We observe that clause 18 provides that copies of the Acts 
in question are to be evidence, and not conclusive evidence, 
thereof, as provided by the Act of Geo. 3; whilst clause 20, 
which relates to the proof of colonial laws and Bills, provides 
that certain certificates and proclamations are to be evidence of 
the facts to which they refer, and not merely primd facie evi- 
dence, as in the 28 & 29 Vict. c. 63. Again, section 2 of the 
Documentary Evidence Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 87), provides 
that primd facie evidence of certain documents may be given in 
certain ways; whilst clause 21 of the Bill, which reproduces 
this enactment, provides that evidence of these documents may 
be given in these ways. For all practical purposes these 
changes, which have no doubt been introduced for the sake of 
uniformity, are matters of form rather than of substance, and 
they may fairly be described as alterations in the law which are 
‘necessarily incidental to the process of consolidation.” 

Clause 21 is probably the most important provision in this 
part of the Bill, since it regulates the method ofsproof of docu- 
ments issued by her Majesty or by the Privy Council, by the 
Lord Lieutenant of Ireland, and by the various public officers 
and departments of the Government which are set out in the 
first schedule to the Bill. The clause is drawn on the lines of 
section 2 of the Documentary Evidence Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. 
c. 37), but whilst it incorporates that enactment it also re- 
produces the effect of section 7 of the Merchant Shipping Act, 
1854, and of some twelve other enactments, passed since 1868, 
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Clause 22 is a reproduction in general terms of a peoridion 
which it has been found useful to insert in recent Acts relating to 
the Board of Trade and the Board of Agriculture, to the effect 
that a certificate signed by the President of the Board of Trade 
or of the Board of Agriculture that any order made, or act done, 
js the order or act of the Board of Trade or the Board of 

iculture, as the case may be, is conclusive evidence of the 
fact certified. A provision to this effect is contained in the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1888, 
the Board of Agriculture Act, 1889, and in the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

Clause 31 clears the way for the repeal of eight enactments 
which provide for the proof of a conviction or acquittal. Section 
13 of the Evidence Act, 1851 (14 & 15 Vict. c. 99) made pro- 
vision for the proof of ‘‘ the trial and conviction or acquittal of 
any person charged with an indictable offence,” but to quote 
from Taylor on Evidence, ed. 11, a 1384, ‘‘ asthe above general 

vision was not considered by the technical lawyers as suffici- 
ently comprehensive, another attempt to meet the difficulty was 
made by Parliament in 1871, and will be found embodied in the 
18th section of the Prevention of Crimes Act of that‘year. The 
section is amusing as for some unaccountable reason it ignores 
the possibility of any proof of an acquittal being required.” 
There are several other enactments, with reference to the proof 
of a conviction or acquittal, which are still outstanding, but 
there seems no doubt that section 18 of the Prevention of Crimes 
Act, 1871, supersedes all the earlier enactments except the pro- 
visions of section 13 of the Evidence Act, 1831, as to acquittal, 
and that, by the extension of the provisions of the later enact- 
ment to acquittals, the earlier enactments may safely be 
repealed. 

Clause 32, which makes the forgery of various certificates 
and documents a felony punishable by five years’ penal servi- 
tude or two years’ imprisonment, seems out of place in an 
Evidence Bill, since it more properly belongs to the criminal 
law as a branch of the law of forgery. Probably, however, it 
has been inserted so as to clear the way for the repeal of the 
sole surviving sections of various Acts, the other sections of 
which have been incorporated in other parts of the Bill. Under 
the outstanding enactments the terms of punishment provided 
are not uniform. The 8 & 9 Vict. c. 113 and the 14 & 15 Vict. 
c. 99 both provide for penal servitude for seven years, or im- 
prisonment for not less than three years or more than one year, 
though these provisions are to a great extent superseded by the 
general Forgery Act of 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 98). The Docu- 
mentary Evidence Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 37, s. 4), provides, 
as the punishment for forgery, penal servitude for five years or 
imprisonment for two years, whilst the Documentary Evidence 
Act, 1882 (45 Vict. c. 9, s. 3), provides penal servitude for seven 
years or imprisonment for not more than two years. 

Part III. of the Bill relates to evidence by commission in 
civil proceedings. Clause 36 supersedes the lengthy and 
elaborate enactments of Geo. 3 and Will. 4, which, in so far as 
they relate to civil proceedings, have long been, to a great 
extent, obsolete. As regards ordinary _ pane in the 
Queen’s Bench Division and probate proceedings in the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division, the provisions of 13 Geo. 3, 
c. 63, and 1 Will. 4, c. 22, were in effect superseded by R. 8. C., 
ord, 37, but the provisions of the former enactment were 
extended by 1 Will. 4, c. 22, to ‘‘all actions depending in any 
of his Majesty’s courts of law at Westminster,” which included 
proceedings on the revenue side of the Queen’s Bench Division 
to which the Rules of the Supreme Court do not apply. 
Further, section 47 of the Divorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. 
85), incorporated the provisions of these two enactments as 
to the examination of witnesses on commission, whilst 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 41, extended the powers given by these two Acts 
to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. Again, 3 & 4 
Viet. e, 105, s, 66, applied these powers to the courts at Dublin. 
Clause 36 of the Bill, by enacting the P ta of R. 8. C., 
ord. 37, r. 5, and applying them generally to all the courts, in- 
cluding the J udicial Committee, to which the existing statutory 
provisions apply, preserves, in one short clause, all necessary 
powers with reference to the taking of evidence on commission 
in civil proceedings. 

Part IV. of the Bill relates to depositions under special Acts. 





Clause 40 consolidates the enactments relating to the taking of 
evidence by commission outside the United Kingdom where 
criminal proceedings have been commenced in the High Court 
in respect of offences committed abroad. The Acts under which 
such proceedings may be commenced are set out in the second 
schedule to the Bill. There are four Acts of the reign of Geo. 
3—viz., 13 Geo. 3, c. 63, 24 Geo., sess. 2, c. 25, 26 Geo. 3, 
c. 57, and 42 Geo. 3, c. 85—which relate to the taking of evi- 
dence by commission in criminal proceedings, commenced at 
home, for the punishment of offences committed by persons 
holding public appointments in India and the colonies and of 
offences against the Slave Trade Acts. The enactments which 
authorize the taking of the evidence in such cases are left 
outstanding, and are set out in the second schedule to the 
Bill; but the pee regulating the mode in which such 
evidence is to be taken are all reproduced in the Bill in a 
shortened and simplified form. plan appears to obviate 
the difficulties which might arise if an attempt were made 
to consolidate the enactments which authorize the taking of 
proceedings at home for the punishment of persons holding 
public appointments abroad, as well as the enactments whic 
merely regulate the procedure as to taking evidence by commis- 
sion when such proceedings have been commenced. For instance, 
the Acts of Geo. 3 to which we have referred, with the ex- 
ception of 42 Geo. 3, c. 85, only apply in the case of proceed- 
ings in the High Court in Eng for offences committed in a 
British colony or pereneess whereas it would seem—though 
this is not quite clear—that the Act 42 Geo. 3, c. 85, applies to 
offences committed in a foreign country. 

Part V. reproduces the enactments relating to the examination 
of witnesses for the p of legal proceedings, civil or criminal, 
pending before a foreign tribunal; while Part VI. reproduces 
the enactments with re to remitting a case for the ascertain- 
ment of the law as administered in any one of her Majesty’s 
dominions, or in any foreign country with the Government of 
which her Majesty has entered into a convention for that pur- 
pose, and with reference to the pronouncing of an opinion upon 
a case submitted by a foreign court. So far as we know, no such 
convention as is contemplated by 24 & 25 Vict. c. 11—one of the 
enactments reproduced in this part of the Bill—has been entered 
into with the Government of any foreign country. If this be so, 
the Act is as yet a dead letter. These two parts of the Bill do - 
not call for any comment, since they seem to be simply the re- 
production of existing enactments, and apparently do not propose 
to effect any alterations in the law, whether “ necessarily inci- 
dental to the process of consolidation ” or otherwise. 
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A TREATISE ON THE LAw oF Cotxisions At SEA. TutRD Eprtiex. 
By REGINALD G. MARSDEN, Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by the 
Hon. JoHN MANSFIELD, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Mr. Marsden’s work has by this time taken its place as one of the 
standard books on its subject. It is clear in statement and careful in 
summarizing the results of decisions. In the t edition there 
has been some ent of matter, and the recent cases have 
been incorporated. The regulations approved by the representatives 
of the maritime nations at the Washington Conference in 1889—90 
are added in the appendix, and the author expresses an opinion 
that they will ultimately, possibly with some modifications, super- 
sede the regulations now in force. 
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WoLsTENHOLME, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
VERNON v. WATSON—No. 1, 13th May. 


Frrenpty Socrery—MisarrropriaTion By Orricern—ConvicTion—ORDER 
FoR REPAYMENT—DEFAULT—IMPRISONMENT—FRIENDLY Socretres Act, 
1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), s. 16, suB-sECTION 9. 


Appeal from the decision of a divisional court (Pollock, B., and Charles, 
J.) (reported 1891, 1 Q. B. 400). The defendant was the officer of a 
friendly society, of which the plaintiffs were trustees. He was charged 
under section 16, sub-section 9, of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875, with 
misappropriation of a sum of money, and was summarily convicted and 
ordered to pay a penalty, and to repay the money. He made default in 

yment, and was imprisoned for a period of two months with hard labour, 
n accordance with the section. The plaintiffs then commenced the present 
action for the amount. It was remitted for trial to the county court. The 
county court judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs, but the Divisional 
Court set it aside, on the ground that the plaintiffs had availed themselves 
of their statutory remedy, and that the defendant’s conviction and punish- 
ment were a bar to the plaintiffs’ remedy by action. The plaintiffs 


ns 

‘ne Court (Lord Hausrury, C., Lord Esner, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) 
dismissed the appeal. Lord Hatsnury, C., said that the Legislature had 
in this section given a new mode of procedure which was partly civil and 
partly criminal. Ordinarily, no doubt, it was no answer to an action for 
a civil debt that the defendant had been already convicted and punished 
for criminally appropriating the money, but in the present case the justices 
had power to impose a penalty and order the money to be repaid, and in 
default of payment of either to send the defendant to prison. The send- 
ing to prison was, therefore, the mode of execution prescribed by the 
section, and the present defendant having served his time, that execution 
had been sa and no further action would lie for the amount. Lord 
Esner, M.R., and Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counse., Hextall ; Bowen Row- 
lands, Q.C., and Etherington Smith. Sourscrrors, Warriner §& Kinch, for 
Stone, Derby ; Fitzpayne, for Briggs § Clifford, Derby. 


BURCHARD v. MACFARLANE—No. 1, 12th May. 


Practice—Scotcn Actron—CoMMissIonN—EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES AS TO 
Documents—Discovery—5 & 6 Vict. c. 82, s. 5—R. 8. C., XXXVIL., 7. 


This was an appeal by Messrs. Tindal and Dryhurst, the chairman and 
secretary of Lloyds, from an order of a divisional court (Lord Coleridge, 
C.J., and Mathew, J.) affirming an order of Wright, J., at chambers, that 
they should attend before a commissioner for examination as to the docu- 
ments which Lloyds had in their possession answering the description in 
the schedules of documents prepared by the parties to the action. The 
action was brought in Scotland for breach of warranty of a ship, and by 
an order made by consent the Scotch court had granted ‘* diligence 
against the havers ’’ of the documents named in the specifications of the 

ursuers and defenders, and had ordained that Mr. Tindal and Mr. 
hurst should appear before the commissioner named in the order and 
produce those documents. The specifications included ‘‘all reports 
obtained and all communications addressed to’ Lloyds respecting the said 
vessel during the years 1889 and 1890. The appellants contended that the 
order was practically an order for discovery of their books, and that there 
was no power to order discovery as against a witness who had no interest 
in the action. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Haissury, C., Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) 
allowed the appeal, and reversed the order. They said that the power to 
issue commissions for the examination of witnesses in England was given 
to Scotch courts by section 5 of 5 & 6 Vict. c. 82. That section was in 
language very similar to ord. 37, r. 7, and the Court of Appeal had already 

in Elder v. Carter (25 Q. B. D. 194) that the court had no jurisdic- 
tion under that rule to order a person not a party to the proceedings to 
ayy a document belonging to him before the trial. The power given 
the rule and section of ordering third parties to produce documents was 
as ancillary to their evidence, and was not a power to compel discovery 
from third parties. Here there was no suggestion that Messrs. Tindal and 
Dryhurst could give any evidence material to the action. They were 
simply wanted to disclose what documents they had relating to the ship, 
and to produce them. There was, therefore, no jurisdiction to make any 
such order with regard to an action in England, and it could not be con- 
tended that the courts in Scotland had a greater power to compel discovery 
from third parties in England who had no interest in the action than was 
possessed by the English courts.—Counsgx, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Cohen, 
Q.C., and James For ; Barnes, Q.C., and Hon. A. Lyttelton ; Hon. A. Lyttel- 
ton. Soxscrtors, Parker, Garrett, § Parker ; T. Cooper ; Nisbet § Co. 


JONES +. INSOLE—No. 2, 13th May. 


Practice—Arreat—Extenston or Time—‘‘ Spectra, Crecumstances ’?— 
R. 8. C., LVIIT., 15; LXIV., 7. 

This was an application by the plaintiff for an extension of the time 
prone that! inst an order striking out his statement of claim, on the 
that it lozed. no reasonable cause of action, and dismissing the 

action. More than twenty-one days had expired since the order was 
completed. The statement of claim had been twice amended, and the 
plaintiff did not, when the order was made, ask for leave to amend. The 
special grounds alleged for an extension of the time were that the plaintiff 
had been unwell, and that he had misunderstood the rules, and had sup- 
yozed that the order was a final one, and that he had a year within which 








to appeal. In the recent case of Salaman v. Warner (W. N., 1891, p. 91) 
Court of ge No. 1 decided that an order striking out a statement of 
claim on the ground that it disclosed no cause of action was an inter- 
locutory, not a final, order, and, consequently, that it must be appealed 
from within twenty-one days. 

Tue Court (Liypiey, Lops, and Kay, L.JJ.) held, in accordance with 
Salamanv. Warner, that the order was interlocutory, not final, and also that 
no sufficient ground had been shewn for granting an extension of time. 
They said that the plaintiff could still, if he chose, commence a fresh 
action.—CounseL, McSwinney ; C. James. Soricrrors, Arnold, Williams, § 
Co. ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re ROBSON (Deceased)—Chitty, J., 7th May. 


Witit—Construction—Gurt or ‘‘ Contents’? or Desk—INSTRUMENTS RE- 
qurrinG Execvror’s INDORSEMENT. 


In this case the question arose as to the meaning of a bequest of ‘‘ my 
old mahogany desk with the contents thereof.”” After the death of the 
testator there was found in the desk bank-notes and coin, an unindorsed 
cheque payable to testator or order, a banker’s deposit receipt, and also 
promissory notes payable to testator or order, and one such note payable 
on demand. It was contended that the choses in action, being referred to by 
locality, did not pass. 

Currty, J., said that the bequest, being made in general terms, was a 
gift of the contents as they existed at the date of the testator’s death. 
The questions were, then, did all the choses in action s by the descrip- 
tion, or none, or only those the title to which by delivery only? 
The authorities shewed that a bequest of ‘‘ goods and chattels’ in a house, 
and similar bequests, did not pass choses in action, but there was an obvious 
distinction between a gift of the contents of a house and a gift of the con- 
tents of a desk or a box. A box or desk was an article in which securities 
were often kept. He therefore held that the words were strong enough to 
include the choses in action. The choses in action were such as could have 
been given by mere delivery as donationes mortis causd, and where indorse- 
ment was required to enable the donee to recover on the instruments the 
executor would have-+been bound to put his signature by way of indorse- 
ment. He therefore held that all of the securities passed to the legatec of 
the box. He might add that the Court of Appeal, in Re Prater (36 W. R. 
561, 37 Ch. D. 481), did not appear to have in any way overruled the 
old authorities, which, in cases of chattels bequeathed by reference to 
locality, recognized a distinction between choses in action and such effects as 
furniture and effects ejusdem gencris. The result of the judgments in the 
Court of Appeal was rather that the courts were untrammelled by the 
authorities, and that the intention of a testator should be ascertained from 
his will, without reference to the authorities.—CounsEeL, Whitehorne, Q.C. ; 
Levett, Q.C.; Byrne, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce. Soutcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § 
Gray, for Lockharts, Hexham ; F. H. Satchell § Chapple. 


Re DORE GALLERY (LIM.)—North, J., 9th May. 


Company—Winpinc urp—Petitions By CREDITOR AND BY SHAREHOLDER— 
Seconp Petition PRESENTED witH Notice or First—Norice or Opposi- 
tron—Costs—Companiges (Wriypinc-ur) Act, 1890, s. 8. 


In this case oo peece were presented for the winding up of the com- 
pany. The capital of the company was £100,000 in 20,000 shares of £5 
each ; of these 15,088 had been issued, and had been all paid up in full. 
The first petition was presented on the 10th of April by a creditor. The 
second petition was presented on the 11th of April (with notice of the first) 
by two shareholders, one holding 300 shares, the other holding 840 shares. 
The holder of 840 shares had not been on the register for six months, and 
he was, therefore, by section 40 of the Companies Act, 1867, disqualified 
from petitioning. The second petition alleged’that there would be a sur- 
plus after payment of the company’s debts. On the 14th of April the 
company resolved to wind up voluntarily, and on the 30th of April the 
resolution was confirmed. An action had been brought against the com- 
pany by debenture-holders, and in it a receiver and manager had been 
appointed on the 2nd of April. The plaintiffs had given notice of their 
intention to oppose the petition, but on the hearing they expressed a wish 
that a supervision order should be made. On behalf of the second petitioner 
it was urged that an investigation of the affairs of the company ought to 
be made under the provisions of section 8 of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890. 

Noxtn, J., made a supervision order on the creditor's petition. But he 
held that the shareholder’s petition must be dismissed. He thought that 
the allegations made in it were not such as to entitle a shareholder toa 
compulsory order when the shareholders had resolved upon a voluntary 
winding up. On behalf of the petitioner section 8 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, was referred to. That section. might probably 
assist the court in making a compulsory order in cases in which it could 
not have done so before that Act. But his lordship was of opinion that 
substantial grounds must be shewn for supposing that the shareholder who 
differed from the majority would derive some real benefit from a com- 

ulsory order. In the — case his lordship thought that the petitioner 
not made out a ient primd facie case for directing an investiga- 
tion contrary to the wish of the maleney- He could not, therefore, make 
any order on the petition, and he must iss it, with costs. The petition 
was presented with notice of the creditor’s petition, but his lordship did 
not think this affected the matter. He thought that the shareholder was 
justified in mane a petition on the separate and independent grounds 
on which he intended to rely, if he could prove them. But this he had pot 
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done. In his lordship’s opinion the plaintiffs in the action were entitled 
to costs. They had objected to the making of a compulsory order, and 
they had succeeded in their opposition, because a supervision order had 
been made as they desired.—Counse., Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Emden ; 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Stutfield; Everitt, Q.C., and J. Chester ; S. Hall, 
Q.C., and Herbert Lake ; Edwards. Soutcrrors, Nicholson, Graham, § 
Graham ; Nunn & Popham; F. G. Gorton ; Lake, Beaumont, § Lake. 


Re JOHNSON, MOORE v. JOHNSON—North, J., 7th May. 


INFANT—MARRIAGE SetrineMENT—CovENANT TO Serrte AFTER-ACQTIRED 
Prorerty—Inrants’ Serrtement Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 43), s. 1. 


The question in this case was whether a wife, who had married when 
she was eighteen years of age, and upon whose marriage a settlement of 
her property was made with the sanction of the court under the Infants’ 
Settlement Act, was bound by a covenant contained in the deed for the 
settlement of her after-acquired property as regarded an interest which 
she took under the will of her mother, who died in 1888, the settlement 
having been executed, and the marriage having been solemnized, in Octo- 
ber, 1883. By the deed certain property of which the lady was then pos- 
sessed was assigned to the trustees upon the usual trusts, and there was a 
covenant by the wife and by the husband respectively with the trustees 
thatif, besides the trust fund thereinbefore assigned by the wife, she ‘‘ now 
is, or if at any time or times during the intended coverture she, ur the hus- 
band in her right, shall become entitled in any manner, and for any estate 
or interest, to any real or personal property of the value of £100 or upwards 
at one time and from one and the same source’’ (except jewels, trinkets, 
&e.), then and in every such case the husband and wife, and all other 
necessary parties, should, to the satisfaction of the trustees or trustee, 
convey such real or personal property to the trustees or trustee, upon the 
trusts therein mentioned. Section 1 of the Act provides that ‘‘ from and 
after the passing of this Act it shall be lawful for every infant, upon or in 
contemplation of his or her marriage, with the sanction of the Court of 
Chancery, to make a valid and binding settlement, or contract for a settle- 
ment, of all or any part of his or her property, or property over which he 
or she has any power of appointment, whether real or personal, and whether 
in possession, reversion, remainder, or expectancy ; and every conveyance, 
appointment, and assignment of such real or personal estate, or contract to 
make a conveyance, appointment, or assignment thereof, executed by such 
infant with the approbation of the said court for the purpose of giving 
effect to such settlement, shall be as valid and effectual as if the person 
executing the same were of the full age of twenty-one years.”’ 

Nortu, J., held that the property in question was bound by the wife’s 
covenant. He thought it came within the words of the Act. The Act 
was passed for the purpose of enabling infants to make binding settle- 
ments of their property, and, in the case of a female, of Lom gated which 
would otherwise pass to her husband by virtue of his marital right. It 
was common in marriage settlements to insert a covenant for the settle- 
ment of all property to which the wife ‘‘ now is, or hereafter may become, 
entitled.”” The words ‘‘ now is’’ had generally very little effect; the 
operation of such a covenant was always ed with reference to its 
catching property which the wife had not at the date of the settlement, 
but which she might acquire afterwards. The Act did not make any 
distinction between different kinds of property. One would expect that 
it would enable an infant to make such a settlement as he could have 
made had he not been an infant. If the settlor were just above twenty-one, 
such a covenant would almost certainly be inserted. The title of the Act 
was ‘‘An Act to enable infants, with the approbation of the Court of 
Chancery, to make binding settlements of their real and personal estate 
on marriage.’’ The words of section 1, as regarded property, were very 
large—property ‘‘in possession, reversion, remainder, or expectancy.” 
The argument was that property, which the settlor could beyond all 
question have bound, if not an infant, by an assignment for the valuable 
consideration of marriage, was not bound by a settlement under the Act. 
It was said that the property to which the Act applied must be property 
in which the infant had an actual interest at the date of the settlement. 
This argument was not accurate, for the Act was not addressed only to 
Hr 4 of an infant; it extended also to property over which an infant 

ad a power of appointment. In his lordship’s opinion, the word 
‘expectancy ’’ in section 1 was sufficient to include the property now in 
question. In Watkins on Conveyancing, 8th ed., p. 219, the word “‘ ex- 
pectancy ’”’ was expressly applied to an interest of this kind—‘“‘ the hope 
of inheritance entertained by the heir.’’ Bearing in mind the object of 
the Act; that the Act was not addressed only to the property of the 
infant ; and the practice as regarded such covenants, his lordship thought 
that the covenant was binding on the wife, and that the property which 
she acquired under her mother’s will was included in the settlement.— 
Counset, Ingpen; P. 8. Stokes ; Holland King. Soutcrrors, Fooks, Chad- 
wick, Arnold, §& Chadwick. 


Re GOOTOO AND INYOKWANA (Infants)—Stirling, J., 7th May. 
Inrants—Forrien Sunsects—Jurispiction—GvARDIAN. 


Adjourned summons. This was a summons taken out by one Allen, 
secretary of the British and Foreigh Anti-Slavery Society, as next friend 
of two infants of the age of twelve years or thereabouts, asking on their 
behalf that he or some other proper person might be appointed their 
guardian during their respective minorities or until further order. The 
infants were boys, natives of Swaziland, or of some country adjoinin, 
thereto and outside British territory, and according to the evidence had 
been obtained from native chiefs by a trader who had for services ren- 
dered transferred them to one J. 
years resident in Swaziland, or to his wife. 


orburn, an — subject for some 
Thorburn brought the 


infants in 1890 to England, where they had remained in his custody 


and 
control until the present time, and was about, as it a to take 
them, or one of them, back with him to Swaziland. In November, 1890, 
a writ of habeas corpus was obtained at the instance of Allen, but was dis- 
charged by Pollock, B., on the ground that though the Thorburns might be 
about to return to Swaziland, taking the infants with them for the 
of domesti: servants, there was no evidence before him that they would be 
there placed in a state of slavery. Evidence was now put in on behalf of 
the applicant to the effect that the laws of the native of Swaziland 
were not affected by the abolition of slavery by the British Government, 
and that a form of slavery or vassalage e there, mar. over 
infants, which was of doubtful duration, and into which the infants would 
fall On their return. The committee of the society would be willing to 
provide funds for the future support of the infants. On behalf of the 
respondents evidence had been to shew that the infants were, accord- 
ing to Swazi law, the wards only of Thorburn, that they had been pro- 
perly treated, that they would on attaining the age of sixteen or 
thereabouts regain full liberty, and that slavery did not exist in 
Swaziland. 

Srmiine, J., held that Thorburn, or his wife, had no legal title to the 
infants, who were within the jurisdiction of the court. If it were for 
their benefit the court would exercise its power of appointing a guardian 
for them, subject to proper funds being provided for their maintenance. 
If the court appointed a guardian there would be some security that there 
would be someone within the jurisdiction to protect and look after the 
interests of the infants. On the one hand the society was willing to pro- 
vide the requisite funds, while on the other hand Thorburn was willing to 
provide for the infants, and now asked to be appointed Under 
the circumstances a guardian ought to be appointed, and a reference would 
be made to chambers to appoint some fit and proper person to be guar- 
dian of the infants. His lordship adopted the view of Pollock, B., who 
had expressed the opinion that no evidence had been given of any ill- 
treatment of the infants by Mrs. Thorburn, who had principally exercised 
control over them.—Covunset, G. Hastings, Q.C., and C. H. Sargant ; Beale, 
Q.C., and WW”. Graham. Soxtcrrons, Ranger, Burton, § Matthews ; Blunt 
Lawford. 


BLACKMAN +. FYSH—Kekewich, J., 11th May. 


Wui—Estate ror Lire—Forrerrcre—‘‘ Taken ry Exegcurion BY ANY 
Process or Law ’’—AppotntMENT OF RecetveEr—ConTINGENT REMAINDER 
—Executory Devise. 

The testator, by his will of the 28th of November, 1870, devised real 
estate to his son, J. H. Fysh, for his natural life, and after his death to all 
the children of his said son, whether now or hereafter to be born, who 
should attain twenty-one, or being a daughter should marry under that 
age, as tenants in common. The testator devised other estates to his 
daughters and their children, and provided that if his son or either of his 
daughters should die without issue or their issue should fail, then he 
gave the estates of the persons so dying to the survivors of his said 
children. He proceeded: ‘‘I hereby expressly declare and direct that 
neither of them my said son or daughters s have any power to sell, 
dispose of, mortgage, charge, or otherwise anticipate his or her life estate 
oat | interest in the estates hereby given and devised to such son or 
daughters respectively, or the rents or income arising from the same. 
And in case my said son or daughters, or any or either of them, shall 
attempt to sell, dispose of, yey oh », or anticipate the same, orin 
case such son or daughters s| me bankrupt or insolvent, or the 
estates hereby given or devised to such son or daughters shall be taken in 
execution by any process of law for the benefit of any creditors or creditor, 
then I hereby declare that the gift and devise thereof to such son or 
daughters shall immediately become absolutely void and cease as if such 
son or daughters were then actually dead, and that the estates so given 
and devised to such son or daughters shall thenceforth absolutely vest in 
and belong to the person or persons who under the devises and limitations 
hereinbefore contained would be next entitled thereto.’”’ The testator 
died in February, 1879, and J. H. Fysh took possession. On the 9th of 
December, 1887, a receiver was appointed of the rents, profits, and moneys 
receivable by J. H. Fysh in respect of his interests under the will. At 
that date only one of the chil of J. H. Fysh had attained twenty- 
one. 

Kexewicn, J., said that by the receivership order the estate of J. H. 
Fysh had been ‘‘ taken in execution by any process of law”’ within the 
intention of the testator as expressed in his , and that that estate was 
accordingly forfeited. In order to further carry out that intention the 
gift over must be construed, not as a contingent remainder, but as an 
executory devise, so as to enable all the children already in existence or 
to be born hereafter to share in the property on their ai twenty- 
one or marrying.—CovunsEL, Renshaw, Q.C., anfl Macnaghten ; Methold; 8. 
Eady ; E. Clayton. Soxtcrrors, Collyer Bristow, Russell, § Hill, for Leak, 
Till, & Stephenson, Hull; The Oficial Solicitor ; Field, Roscoe, § Co., for W. 
R. D. Ward, King’s Lynn; Ward, Perks, § McKay. 


Re SMITH’S SETTLED ESTATES—Kekewich, J., 2nd, 8th, and 9th May. 


SerrLeMENT—Saxz or Serriep Lanp ny Tenant ror Lire—OUnsvecessrvt 
Sate—Costs—Carrrat Mongsy—Settiep Lanp Act, 1882, ss. 21, 46 (6), 
47, 55 (3). 

Land comprised in a settlement was put up for sale in lots by the tenant 
for life and his mortgagees ; but, with the exception of two small lots, was 
not sold. The costs of the attempted sale largely the purchase 
moneys received for the lots sold. This was a summons by the tenant for 
life, under the Settled Land Act, asking that these costs might be declared 





to be costs incidental to the exercise of his power of sale and payable out 





pea santas 


of moneys 
é' Glircohed t to be = upon the settled lands which had not been sold. 
' _Kexe 
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The question also arose whether these costs could be 


wicH, J., said that Stirling, J., had in Re Liewellin (36 W. R. 347, 

‘37 Ch. D. 317) come to the conclusion that the tenant for life was entitled 

to charge these costs against the settled property; and he had resolved, 

after carefully considering the question, to adopt that decision as his own. 

‘ His lordship also came to the conclusion that the court had power, under 

section 46 (6) of the Act, to direct these costs to be paid out of the property 

- subject to the settlement, and that until paid they should be a charge 

thereon.—Cotnse., Warmington, Q.C., and Brinton ; Butcher ; Cartmell ; 
Hood. Soracrrons, Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Wade § Lyall; Prideaux § Sons. 


Re DAVIES, JENKINS +. DAVIES—Kekewich, J., 14th May. 


Costs—Soricrror AND CLIENT—REPRESENTATION OrnER—R. 8S. C., XVI, 
of. BAV., 1. 


This was an adjourned summons for the decision of the court as to the 
construction of a will. ‘Three classes of issue were interested under the 
will, and representation orders had been made in respect of each class. 
The court was asked to allow costs as between solicitor and client. 

Kexewicu, J., said that in a previous case an objection, upon the draw- 
ing up of an order, had been made by the registrar that where parties are 
not actually before the court, but only by means of a representation 
order, costs as between solicitor and client would not be allowed. His 
lordship did not agree with that view. So far as he was aware it never 

been the law of the court, and if it were the result might be very 
pernicious, as persons might then be made parties unnecessarily, and costs 

t be increased for the mere purpose of inducing the court to allow 
costs. He thought that a representation order went to this length, that 
the parties represented were before the court for all purposes of argument, 
and that one of the purposes of argument was to obtain a decision how the 
costs were to be paid. He therefore allowed the costs.—CovnseL, Upjohn ; 
E. Ford; S. B. L. Druce; Vernon Smith. Sorscrrons, White § Sons ; 
Wrentmore §& Son, for Walter §& Morgan, Rhyl. 


Re CORDOVA UNION GOLD CO. (LIM.)—Kekewich, J., 14th May. 


Covurany—Wispinc vup—CaLis—AGREEMENT TO PAY UNparp CapriraL AT 
Furvre Datres—Ricut or Liquipator To Immeprate CALL OF WHOLE 
Sum—* Liaprury ’’—Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 7, 102. 


By an agreement made on the reconstruction of a company it was pro- 
vided that the new company should allot to the shareholders shares in 
proportion to their paid-up capital in the old company, and that the sums 
remaining unpaid on such new shares should be paid to the new company 
on certain fixed dates ; the last two of these dates were the Ist of August, 
189], and the Ist of February, 1892. The agreement was confirmed, and 
in response to a circular by the new company inviting applications for 
shareson the terms of the agreement, many of the old shareholders, including 
the respondents, applied for, and received, allotments of shares. In the 
memorandum of association it was stated that one of the objects of the 
com was to carry out the agreement; it was adopted by, and 
scheduled in full to the articles. The company was now being wound up 
compulsorily, and the official liquidator applied for an order calling up at 
once all the instalments remaining unpaid on the shares. This was resisted, 
on the ground that by the terms of the agreement these instalments were 
not yet due. 

Kexewicu, J., said the contract was clear, and was intended to endure 
for the life of the company, but the Legislature had provided that on a 
winding Ne pe of creditors should intervene. The power of the 
liquidator supervened to the destruction of the contract. That often 

in the case of contracts to supply goods to companies. When 
the old company sold their property they knew the state of the law. To 
hold that their stipulations made any difference would be to establish a 
rule which might have a wide operation. They were liable to pay these 
sums, and must do so. If the court had a discretion he should not exercise 
it in their favour. Summons allowed with costs of adjournment into 
court.—CovunseL, Warrington, Q.C., and R. A. Cross; W. D. Rawlins. 
Souicrrors, Arthur Heiron ; Henshall Fereday. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
COHEN v. DE LAS RIVAS—12th May. 


Suerwr—Fees—Seizvre or Surp—Preparinc ror SaLe—WirHpRAWAL 
or Execution—Percentace—Suenirrs Act, 1887 (50 & 51 Vier. c. 55) 
—Orper or THE 31st or Avevst, 1888, Taste or Fees 7. 


The question in this case was whether the sheriff was entitled to charge 
the judgment debtor with a fee of 24 per cent. on the value of a ship 
w had been taken in execution under a writ of fi. fa. issued in pur- 
suance of a judgment which had been afterwards set aside. The action 
was brought against the defendant, a Spanish subject, and final judgment 
in default of appearance was signed against him on January 26, 1891, the 

assessed at £17,475. On January 27 the writ of fi. fa. was 
delivered to the sheriff of Durham, and in pursuance of the writ the 
steamship Rivas, belonging to the defendant, was seized in the river Tyne 
by the sheriff's officer. On January 29 the officer issued a sale Dill | 
announcing the sale of the vessel for February 3, having previously made 
a valuation of the ship, her stores, appurtenances, gear, and pom ’ 
which, at a forced sale, he estimated at £25,000. This value being amply 
sufficient to cover the levy, the officer made no detailed list of the stores 
and ; he prepared and issued advertisements of the sale in five 


May 16, 1891. 


claimed into court, the court made an order restraining the sale by the 
sheriff, and ordered that he should withdraw upon payment by the 
defendant of his fees and costs. Subsequently, the judgment and execu- 
tion were set aside by a divisional court. e sheriff refused to release 
the ship, except upon payment (in addition to poundage, bailiff’s fee, 
mileage, possession fee, and costs of advertising) of a sum of £462, being 
2} per cent. upon the value of the vessel. This sum was paid by the 
defendant under protest, and the ship was released. The defendant now 
moved for an order against the sheriff for repayment of the 2} per cent. 
The sheriff based his claim thereto upon the ‘‘ Order as to Fees’’ (issued 
August 31, 1888) under the Sheriffs Act, 1887. That order contains a 
table of fees, No. 7 being ‘‘ For the inventory and valuation, cataloguing, 
lotting, and preparing for sale, when no sale takes place by reason of the 
execution being withdrawn, satisfied, or stopped, 2} per cent. on the value 
of the goods.’’ 


Tue Court (Lord Cotermce, C.J., and Marnew, J.) held that the 
sheriff was not entitled to the percentage. Lord Co.ertner, C.J., said 
that it was conceded that the sheriff was not entitled to this fee unless the 
case came within No. 7 of the table of fees. He was of opinion that it did 
not come within that clause. There was no “ lotting’’ or ‘‘ cataloguing,’’ 
though there was, in a sense, a ‘‘ preparing for sale ’’ ; the expression used 
in clause 7 shewed that it was not intended to apply to such a subject- 
matter as had been taken in execution in the present case. It followed 
that the sheriff was not entitled to any fees under that clause. Maruew, J., 
concurred. Order accordingly.—Counsr.t, W. S. Robson ; Muir Mackenzie. 
Soricrrors, Maples, Teesdale, § Co., for Leitch, Dodd, Bramwell, § Bell, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; Cunliffes § Davenport, for Wilson, Ornsby, § Cadle, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


REG. ». HER MAJESTY'S SECRETARY OF STATE FOR WAR, Ev parte 
MITCHELL—27th April. 


Manpamus—SeErvant or CrowN—Secretary or Stare ror War—Royar 
Warrants—Ricut or Retmep Orricer To A MANDAMUS AGAINST SECRE- 
TARY OF STATE. 

The facts appear in the judgment. 

The judgment of Tue Covrr was read by Cuaries, J.—This was an 
application by Colonel Mitchell, a retired Lieutenant-Colonel of the Royal 
Engineers, calling onthe Secretary of State for War to shew cause why a 
writ of mandamus should not issue to him commanding him to consider and 
determine, under the terms of a Royal Warrant issued in 1884, article 978, 
what was a just equivalent for any loss the applicant might have incurred 
by the operation of any Royal Warrants of a later date than July 4, 1872. 
The facts of the case were as follows :—Colonel Mitchell entered the army 
in 1855. Under the then existing conditions of service he had an option of 
retiring on a pension of £600 per annum after thirty years’ service, pro- 
vided there was a vacancy in the Pension List, and he had become a 
colonel or major-general. He also had the right to continue to serve on 

pay, as long as his health and conduct were satisfactory, till he 
reached the rank of major-general. In 1863 he became a captain ; 
in 1873 a major; in 1882 a lieutenant-colonel, his appointment dating 
from July, 1881. In 1881 a Royal Warrant was issued by which the term 
of service of an officer was limited by age, and removal to the half-pay 
list or retirement was made compulsory after five years’ service in the rank 
of lieutenant-colonel. By Royal Warrant, dated June 10, 1881, it was pro- 
vided that, ‘‘ Our will and pleasure is that, from April 1, 1884, this, our 
warrant for the pay and promotion and non-effective pay of our army, 
shall be established and obeyed as the sole authority on the matters herein 
treated of, and that our principal Secretary of State for War shall be the 

sole administrator and interpreter of this our warrant.’’ Then article 80 

enacted that a lieutenant-colonel appointed to the Royal Engineers after 

——— 30, 1877, should be placed on half-pay service after five years’ 

full-pay service. Then article 978, upon which the question turns, pro 

vided :—‘‘ An officer who held rank not below that of major in our Royal 

Engineers on September 30, 1877, and who shall retire from our army 

after having been removed from the regimental position of lieutenant- 

colonel under article 80, shall be granted such an addition to his retired 
pay as our Secretary of State shall consider, on report of the Army 

Commissioners, a just equivalent with reference to any loss such officer 

may have incurred se the operation of any of our warrants of a later 

date than 4th August, 1872.’’ [In December, 1886, Colonel Mitchell was 
placed on half-pay, having immediately before solicited permission to 
retire on a retired pay of £450 per annum, and a sum of £5,945 compen- 
sation in respect of his loss of employment. The War Office offered to 
grant the retired pay of £450 per annum, but refused to grant more than 
£150 per annum for loss of employment. Colonel Mitchell afterwards 
solicited permission to retire on the retired pay of £450 per annum, leaving 
the question of compensation to be dealt with afterwards. In January, 

1887, the War Office accepted Colonel Mitchell’s retirement, but refused 

to grant him more than the £150 per annum as compensation for his loss 

of employment under the operation of the Royal Wayrant in addi- 
tion to his £450 per annum as retired pay. Colonel Mitchell, having 
retired, said this £150 per annum was not a ‘“‘ just equivalent” 

to him within the meaning of the Royal Warrant (article 978), and in a 

long correspondence he pressed the Secretary of State for War to recon- 

sider the whole matter and make him a “ just equivalent’’ for his loss by 
the Royal Warrant. The Secre' of State for War refused to reopen 
the matter, as he said it had been considered, and the compensation 
assessed on the general principle appl ble to such cases. After an un- 

successful petition of right, Colonel Mitchell then obtained this rule for a 

mandamus to the Secretary of State for War. The court then proceeded :—] 





newspapers. On the 2nd of February, the defendant paying the amount | 


The first, and indeed the only, question we have to consider is whether, 
even gssuming that the Secretary of State has yot in fact considered and 
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determined what was a just equivalent to Colonel Mitchell’s loss, he can be 
compelled to do so by mandamus. The answer must depend upon whether 
there is imposed on the Secretary of State by the Royal Warrant any duty 
of a public nature in which the applicant is interested, or whether the duty 
imposed is one owing to the Sovereign only. There are, no doubt, cases 
where servants of the Crown have been constituted by statute agents to do 
icular acts, and in these cases a mandamus would lie against them as 
ndividuals designated to do these acts. But it is also beyond question 
that a mandamus cannot be directed to the Crown, or to any servant of the 
Crown simply acting in his capacity of servant. Cockburn, C.J., says in 
Reg. v. The Lords Commissioners of the Treasury (L. R. 7 Q. B., at p. 394) : 
‘* With reference to that jurisdiction we must start with this unquestion- 
able principle, that when a duty has to be performed by the Crown this 
court cannot claim, even in appearance, to have any power to command 
the Crown; the thing is out of the question ; over the Sovereign we can 
have no power. In like manner where the parties are acting as servants of 
the Crown, and are amenable to the Crown, whose servants they are, they 
are not amenable to us in the exercise of our prerogative jurisdiction.’’ In 
the present case the Secretary of State is a servant of the Crown, and the 
duty we are asked to compel him to perform is not imposed by statute. 
The position of the Secretary of State under this warrant was said to be 
similar, for example, to that of a corporation to whom a charter had been 
granted, and many authorities were quoted to og the proposition that 
the provisions of a Royal Charter are enforceable by mandamus, where no 
other remedy exists, at the instance of those for whose benefit the charter 
was granted. It was also contended that a duty imposed by Royal 
Warrant on the Secretary of State for War in relation to officers and 
soldiers really is a common law duty to the performance of which officers 
and soldiers are legally entitled ; and it is indisputable that duties im- 
posed by common law are enforceable by mandamus, But, after full con- 
sideration, we have come to the conclusion that the Royal Warrant does 
not impose any such duty on the Secretary of State for War as is, or may 
be, imposed by statute, by charter, or by common law. It'is issued, cer- 
tainly, within the limits of the prerogative, and is, therefore, a lawful 
order. But it does not follow that it imposes any duty on him which an 
officer or soldier can enforce. A duty, no doubt, arises, but it is a duty 
between him and the Crown only. The applicant has no legal right to have 
it performed, and cannot, therefore, enforce its performance by mandamus. 
This appears to us to be clear upon principle, but it is also established 
authoritatively by the case of Gidley v. Lord Palmerston (3 B. & B. 
275). The same proposition is reiterated in Ex parte Napier (18 Q. B. 692). 
In that case a mandamus was moved for on behalf of Sir Charles Napier to 
the East India Co., to compel them to pay a sum alleged to be due as 
arrears of pay. In discharging the rule Lord Campbell, C.J., said, ‘‘ The 
applicant must make out that there is a legal obligation on the East India 
Co. to pay him the sum he demands, and that he has no remedy to recover 
it by action. A legal obligation which is the proper substratum of a 
mandamus can only arise from common law, from statute, or from contract. 
The obligation here cannot arise from the common law, and is not rested 
on contract. We have, therefore, to see whether there can be any enact- 
ment of the Legislature by which it can be supported. It is not contended 
that an officer in the Queen’s army at home could apply to us for a mandamus 
on the ground that his pay is improperly withheld from him, and the 
application is entirely founded on certain statutes respecting the East 
India Co. and the government of the dominions of the wn in India.” 
The court then refused Sir Charles Napier’s application. Upon these 
grounds we tnink that there is in this case no power to nt a writ of 
mandamus. We can see no legal obligation on the part of the Secretary of 
State towards the applicant. It is unnecessary to pronounce any opinion 
on the other points argued before us. The Attorney-eneral insisted that 
it was shewn on the affidavits that the Secretary of State had considered 
and determined what was a ‘‘ just equivalent’? to Colonel Mitchell’s loss. 
Colonel Mitchell, on the other hand, contended that a just equivalent 
had not been determined. But as we regard the case as one in which 
we have no jurisdiction to grant the writ, we must discharge the rule with 
costs. Rule discharged with costs.—Counsgx, Sir R. FE. Webster, A.G., and 
H. Sutton; Lewis Edmunds. Sourcrtors, The Solicitor to the Treasury ; 
Mocran. 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ex parte TOWNEND, Ie MAUD—Q. B. Div., 4th May. 


Act or Bankruptcy—Compvtation or Tirme—Time wen Act or Bank- 
RUPTCY COMMITTED——-Bankrvuptcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-sEcTIon 1 (6) ; 


s. 14 


This case raised an important question under section 4, sub-section 1 (9), 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, as to the time when the act of bankruptcy 
is committed. Section 4, sub-section 1, provides that a debtor commits 
an act of bankruptcy—‘. . . (g) If a creditor has obtained a final 
judgment against him for any amount, and, execution thereon not having 

m stayed, has servedon him ... a ptey notice requiring 
him to pay the judgment debt in accordance with the terms of the judg- 
ment, or to secure or compound for it to the satisfaction of the creditor or 
the court, and he does not, within seven days after service of the notice 
- . . comply with the requirements of the notice, or satisfy the court 
that he hasa counter-claim,’’ &c. On the 20th of November, 1890, the ap- 
pellant served the bankrupt with a bankruptcy notice, and on the 4th of 
December, 1890, filed a petition. On the 2nd of January, 1891, the 
bankrupt paid to the appellant £100 to procure the dismissal of this 
petition, but on the 7th of February, 1891, another judgment creditor 


February, 1891, presented a 
made. On the application of 
the act of bankruptcy committed by the non-compliance with the - 
lant’s bankruptcy notice must be taken to have occurred on the 28th of 
November, 1890, and not on the 27th of November, and that consequently 
the petition filed on the 28th of February came within the three months 
from that time, and the non with the a it’s bankru 
notice being an available act y, the £100 received by 
must be repaid. Section 141 of the y Act, 1883, provides that 
‘* where by this Act any limited time from or after any or event is 
appointed or allowed for the doing of any act or the taking of any 
ceeding, then, in the computation of that limited time, the same shall be 
taken as exclusive of the day of that date or of the happening of that . 
event, and as commencing at the beginning of the next following day ; 
and the act or proceeding shall be done or taken at latest in the last day, 
of that limited time as so computed, unless the last day is a Sunday 
Christmas Day, Good Friday, or Monday or Tuesday in Easter week, or a 
day appointed for public fast, humiliation, or ianlngiving, ora day on 
which the court does not sit, in which case any act or proceeding shall be 
considered as done or taken in due time if it is done or taken on the next 
day afterwards which shall not be one of the days in this section specified.” 
On behalf of the trustees the case of Re Hanson, Ex parte Foster (4 
Morrell’s Bankruptey Cases, 98) was relied on, and it was contended that 
on the proper construction ef section 4, sub-section 1 (g), and section 141 
no act of bankruptcy was cOmmitted until the 28th of November. Novem- 
ber 20, when the notice was served, mast be excluded, and the debtor 
had then seven clear days—namely, from the 21st of November to the 27th 
of November inclusive—during which an act of bankruptcy was not com- 
mitted. 

Tue Covet (Cave and Cuartes, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Cave, J., 
said that the point was no doubt a fine one, but that must sometimes 
happen in cases of this kind. The Bankruptcy Act said that a bank- 
ruptcy petition must be presented within three months of the act of 
bankruptcy. The act of bankruptcy in the present case was the not doing 
something which the debtor was required to do, and that omission was 
complete at the last moment of the 27th of November. The consequence 
was, that anyone could come on the 28th of November and present a pe- 
tition on the act of bankruptcy, and although for convenience it might 
be said that the act of ew. was complete on the 28th of November. 
it was really complete at the moment of the 27th of November, and 
the petitioning creditor had the whole of the 28th of November to pre- 
sent his petition. If that were so, the last day must be the 27th of 
February, because if it were the 28th of Feb: three months and one 
day would be given, and there would be four 28ths of the month in three 
months. Cuares, J., concurred, and said that as soon as it was con- 
ceded, as it must be conceded, that a bankruptcy petition might have 
been presented at any time on the 28th of November the matter es, 
because if a bankruptcy petition could be presented on the of 
November that was the first day after the commission of the act of bank- 
ruptcy, and it was obvious that the 27th of February was the last day, 
and not the 28th of February.—Counsen, Lane, Q.C., and Herbert Reed ; 
Muir Mackenzie. Sorrcrrors, A. Harris, for J, Sims, Manchester; 
The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


Ex parte MIRFIELD COMMERCIAL CO., Re J. & E. WHITLEY— 
Q. B. Div., 5th May. 


Banxrvuptcy—Crepitor’s Petrtion—Petirion py Company—Property or 
Dentor 1.0cKED uP In Cuancery—Bankrvptcy Act, 1883, ss. 7, 148. 


This was an appeal from an order of the registrar of the Huddersfield 
County Court, dismissing a bankruptcy petition presented by the appellant 
company against the debtors. A large number of formal objections were 
taken to the petition in the county court, but the point upon which the 
decision of the registrar was founded was that the case came within the 
principle laid down by Bacon, V.C., in the case of Ex parte Tynte (15 Ch. D. 
125), it being stated by the debtors, who were mother and son, that they 
were entitled to a large sum of money which was now locked up owing to 
an administration action in Chancery. The registrar dismissed the 
on the ground that, under these circumstances, the debtors ought not to 
be made bankrupt. From that decision the petitioning company 
appealed. 

‘ ne Covert (Cave and Cxuares, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Cave, J., 
said that a great number of points were taken before registrar in the 
county court which were more remarkable for their subtlety than for any- 
thing else, which could not affect his mind in any way. The point on 
which the registrar really acted was that the case came within the principle 
laid down in Ex parte Tynte. When that was looked at, however, 
was a very material difference between the cases. The only point in 
common was that there was an administration in Chancery, because in 
that case the os action was for > of the 
debtor’s property, and he no other ; urt of Chancery 
was acid of all he had, and the creditor ve his debt. In the 
present case the administration in Chancery was of the estate of the father 
of Mrs. Whitley, and, even assuming that the creditors of the father could 
go in and claim their debts, it was not open to the creditors of the debtors 
to go in, and they had no remedy in Chancery. What the debtors said 
was that they had abundant property, but that it was locked up in 
Chancery. That might be a misfortune, but it was not one to which the 
whick yon hen 8 ef pte Bow Se ry webeed pertonnaha 
which, o to the action ya i w 
property was locked up, me Su tal pnacnaniicnabaar al Aenean 
were made bankrupt. The present case was somewhat the same. The 


; 





issued a bankruptcy notice against the debtor, and on the 28th of } 


debtors owed money, and were not able to pay. The creditor had a right 
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-estate. It was true that when the person seeking to interrogate was the 
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to take steps against them. The steps taken were regular in every way 
‘and the registrar ought not to have Nismissed the petition. Cuaruss, J. ‘ 
concurred.—CounseL, Herbert Reed; Ice Roberts. Soxticrrors, Robbins, 
Billing, $ Co., for E. B. Wilson, Mirfield ; Learoyd, Mellor, § Co. 


Ex parte DAVIES, Re EASTON—Q. B. Div., 7th May. 


Banxruptcy — Discovery — Private Examination or Wrrness — Action 
PENDING AGAINST Witness—Banxrvptcy Act, 1883, s. 27. 


This was an appeal from the decision of the registrar of the Croydon 
County ‘Court rescinding an order for the private examination of the 
bankrupt’s father under section 27 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and 
directing the shorthand notes of such examination so far as it had 

to be taken off the file. By section 27 power is given to the 
court to ‘‘ summon before it the debtor or his wife, or any person known 
or suspected to have in his possession any of the estate or effects belonging 
to the debtor, or supposed to be indebted to the debtor, or any person 
whom the court may deem capable of giving information respecting the 
debtor, his dealings or property, . . . ” and an order was obtained 
under this section against the father of the bankrupt by the petitioning 
creditor. : Shortly after the examination had commenced, however, the 
solicitor of the witness entered the room and protested against its being 
continued, on the ground that an action was then pending in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, which had been brought by the petitioning creditor against 
the witness, on the alleged charge that he had by false and fraudulent 
tations induced him to abstain from signing a judgment which he 
‘was entitled to sign against the bankrupt. The registrar refused to allow 
the examination to proceed, and from that decision the present appeal was 
brought. 

Tue Covrt (Cave and Cuartes, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Cave, J., said 
that the registrar was quite right in the conclusion at which he had 
arrived. The application for leave to examine this witness did not disclose, 
as it. should have done, the fact that the action was pending, nor did it 
disclose, as it should have done, that the official receiver had expressed an 
opinion that the application was not made for the advantage of the estate. 
Consequently, when the registrar had before him the creditor on the one side 
and the witness on the other, he was not in a position to determine what 
was fair and proper, and was misled as to the position of the applicant. 
When the affidavits were looked at it was clear that the subjects of 
examination were subjects with reference to the cause of action, which 
would be for the applicant’s own benefit and not for the benefit of the 


official receiver or the trustee, it was no answer to say that an action was 
pending by the official receiver or the trustee against the witness he 
ee ae: but it would be the duty of the registrar to see 
the } sepa were put bond fide and for the benefit of the creditors, 
not for any indirect purpose. As a general rule, of course, an action 
official receiver would be for the benefit of the creditors, and the 
registrar would not be too hard in interfering if some questions did bear 
on the action, because all that the official receiver did was for the benefit 
of the estate. But the case was very different where the person proposing 
to interrogate was a creditor, who was not a person charged with the duty 
of getting in the estate, and especially when the official receiver had said 
that the matters were not likely to produce advantage to the creditors. 
As soon as that was ascertained it followed that what the creditor wanted 
was to benefit himself in the action he had brought, and not to benefit the 
creditors, and the registrar ought to be very careful in allowing a witness 
to be examined under this power, which might be used oppressively. 
Cuartezs, J., concurred.—Counsex, EF. C. Willis, Q.C., and Hume Williams ; 
Gore. Sortcrtors, Daris § Co. ; Saffery, Huntley, & Son. 
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LAW SOCIETIES 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th imst.; Mr, Thomas H. Stephens (Cardiff) in the chair. The 
other directors present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Robert Ellett 
(Cirencester), Geo. Burrow Gregory, Edwin Hedger, John Hunter, R. 

i a Roscoe, Sidney Smith, R. W. Tweedie, W. Melmoth 
Walters, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 
£200 was distributed in grants of relief; thirty new members were 
admitted to the association ; and other general business was transacted. 





UNITED LAW SOCIEI1Y. 

May 11—Mr. Common in the chair.—Mr. C. W. Williams moved 
“ That the decision of the Court of Appeal in the Clitheroe Abduction case 
is (1) bad > ie of law, and (2) against public interest.’”” This was 

by . W. 8. Sherrington, the auto being continued by 

esers. G. D. Elliman, G. Mallam, A. K. Common, Arthur Gilbert, J. R. 
Yates, J. L. V. S. Williams, M.S. Nathan, and E. Lewis. The opener 
having the motions were put to the House, and lost by majorities 
of two and four respectively. 








*,* The concluding article on ‘‘ Deeds Procured by Fraud” is obliged 
* 
to be held over until next week. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Tuesday, the 12th day of May, 1891. 


Whereas, upon the request of the Lord Chancellor, the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Vaughan Williams has, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the 
Chancery Division for the purpose of hearing any causes or matters which 
may be assigned to him by the Lord Chancellor, or any application 
therein; I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, pursuant to the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, 1884, s. 5, hereby order that in addition to the 
causes assigned under the order of court, dated the 28th day of April, 
1891, the several causes and matters set forth in the schedule hereto be 
assigned to Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams for the purpose cf hearing the 
same or any application therein and be marked in the cause books 
accordingly ; and if on the termination of such sitting any of such causes 
and matters shall remain undisposedof, then I do also order that such 
causes and matters be retransferred without further order for the purpose 
only of hearing or of trial to the Hon. Mr. Justice Romer. And this 
order is to be drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of 
the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice. 


SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 


The Duke of Sutherland v Heathcote 1890 S 980 Aug 5, 1890 

Heathcote v Blair 18909 H 1,335 July 21 

Jones v The Merionethshire Permanent Benefit Building Society 1890 J 
158 Aug7 

Froude v Wilberforce 1890 IF 1,081 Aug 9 

Adney v Adney 1890 A 840 Aug 14 

Vernall vy Reed 1890 V 326 Sept 5 

Cunliffe v Bellite Explosives, ld 1889 C 1,166 Oct 9 

Hampton v Davis 1890 H 1,884 Oct 28 

Re Bliss, dec Bliss v Bliss 1889 B 2,568 Oct 31 

Wrensted v Eede 1890 W_ 1,578 Oct 31 

Wagner v Costerlitz 1890 W 417 Oct 31 

The Automatic Weighing Machine Co, ld v The National Exhibitors Assoc, 
ld 1890 A 826 Nov3 

Jones v Wemyss (Aberystwith) 1890 J 26 Nov3 

Bellite Explosives, ld v Bellite Co,ld 1890 B 1,035 Nov 4 

Jensen v Hilder 1890 J 527 Nov6 

Lloyd v Fox 1889 L 1,861 Nov8s 

Booty v Goodwin 1890 B 1,764 Nov 12 

The Lincoln Brick Co, ld vy Handley 1890 L 1,349 Nov 14 

Godfrey v Walker 1889 G 1,463 Nov 14 

The Alliance Pure White Lead Syndicate vy McIvor’s Patents, ld 1890 A 
931 Nov 17 

Viney v Lewis 1889 V 809 Nov 18 

Denney v Frisby 1890 D 896 Nov 18 

Re Parker, dec Lowe v Parker Parker v Lowe 1890 P 1,233 Noy 21 

Dawson v Church Church vDawson 1889 D 1,990 Nov 24 

Simeon v The Freshwater, Yarmouth, and Newport Railway Co 1890 §S 

1,960 Nov 25 

Nicol vy Charsley 1890 N 1,270 Nov 26 

Horwood v Milkins 1890 H 557 Nov 27 

Belsey v Brooks 1890 B 2,190 Nov 28 

Twyerould v The Chamber Colliery Co, ld 1890 T 614 Decl 

Norton v Burr 1890 N 313 Dec 2 

Render v Macpherson 1890 R 96 Dec 2 

Re Kinahan’s Trade-Mark No. 14,636, and Patents & Designs Act, 1883 
motn with wits by order Dec 5 

Coulson v Lock 1890 C 2,636 Dec 6 

Beaumont v Provident Assurance Co,1ld 1889 B 3,452 Dee Ll 

Bendall v Alexander, Daniel, Selfe, & Co 1890 B 1,454 Dee 13 

Wood v Lamplough 1888 W 2,171 Dec 13 

Ward v Langdon 1889 W 912 Decl7 

T’Anson v Turner 1890 I 1,078 Dec 18 

Brear v Hirst 1890 B 4,083 Dec 20 

Cleworth v The Natl Prov Institution & ors 1889 C 2,554 Dee 24 

Re Stevens, dec Stevens v Stebbington 1890 S 3,287 Dec 24 

Byers v Grey 1890 B 2,802 Jan 5, 1891 

Lawrence v Edge 1890 L 1,184 Jan8 

Hamerton v Bex 1890 H 3,346 Jan 12 

Copping v Gilmore 1890 C 2,129 Jan 12 

Bolton v The Natal Land and Colonization Co,ld 1886 B 2,055 Jan14 

Kennedy v Smith 1890 K 742 Jan 17 

Fairfax vy Lyons 1890 F 1,260 Jan 19 

Savage v Jessup 1890 S 2,083 Jan 20 

Thornton vy Union Discount Co of London 1890 S 1,861 Jan 29 

Ogilvie v The Blything Union Sanitary Authority 1890 0O°1,338 Jan 31 

Eastwood & Co, ld v Craig 1890 E 1,193 Feb2 

Hatsavry, C. 


On the 7th inst. the body of a man was found on the shore at Egremont, 
Cheshire. Papers were found upon him indicating that he was Mr. 
Harold Lumb, solicitor, of Imperial-buildings, Dale-street, Liverpool. 
He is said to have been on a visit to his father at Seacombe during the 
evening, and he had set off to walk to New Brighton. How he got 
drowned is not known. 
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LEGAL NEWS. — 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Cuarres Tuurston Nicuotts, solicitor, of 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nicholls was 
admitted a solicitor in May, 1884. 


Mr. Cuartes Henry Owen, solicitor, of Rochdale, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Owen was admitted ‘a solicitor in Hilary 
Term, 1867. ; 


Mr. Henry Avsert Epwarp P ant, solicitor (of the firm of Plant, 
Abbott, & Plant), of Preston, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Plant was admitted a solicitor in November, 1883. 


Mr. James Marsuatt Autan Poncta, solicitor, of Brighton, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Poncia was admitted a solicitor 
Deceniber, 1883. 

Mr. Gzorce Samvet Peaxce, solicitor, of Bath, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pearce was admitted a solicitor in November, 
1883. 


Mr. Tuomas Hack, solicitor (of the firm of Hack & Morris), of 8, 
Pancras-lane, Queen-street, Cheapside, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Hack was admitted a solicitor in February, 
1882. 


Mr. Tuomas Wituram Haneraves, solicitor, of 18, St. Thomas-street, 
Southwark, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hargraves 
was admitted a solicitor m February, 1885. 


Mr. Atrrep Wa. Licutnony, solicitor (of the firm of Cleveland & Light- 
body), of the Outer Temple, Strand, W.C., has been —. a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Lightbody was admitted a solicitor in March, 
1881. \ 


Mr. Cuaxtes Eitprep McLeop, solicitor, of 5, Dean’s-court, Doctors’ 
Common, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
McLeod was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. 


Mr. Ricuarp Preston, solicitor, of Tonbridge, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Preston was admitted a solicitor in June, 
1882. He is deputy coroner for Kent. 


Mr. Tuos. Price, solicitor (of the firm of Samson & Price), of Man- 
chester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Price was 
admitted a solicitor in May, 1882. He is hon. solicitor to the Board of 
Guardians for the relief of the Jewish Poor, and a commissioner for oaths 
for the County Palatine of Lancaster. 


Mr. Leatues Prior, solicitor (of the firm of H. Rackham & Co., and 
Turner & Prior), of Norwich, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Prior was admitted a solicitor in November, 1875. 


Mr. Joun Peruysxivee, solicitor, of Bodmin, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Pethybridge was admit a solicitor in 
December, 1883. 


Mr. Joun Incieny Jerrerson, solicitor, of Northallerton, has been 
appointed Registrar of the County Court and the Bankruptcy Court at 
Northallerton ; also Deputy Steward and Clerk of the Halmote Courts of 
the Manor of Northallerton, in place of his late father, Mr. W. T. Jeffer- 
son. Mr. Jefferson was admitted a solicitor in 1876. 


Mr. Witiram Artuur Cueetuam, solicitor, of Rochdale, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cheetham was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1885. 

Mr. AntrHony Buck Creexe, jun., solicitor, of 21, Lime-street, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Creeke was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1884. 


Mr. Wriu1am Sutverwoop Corr, solicitor, of 150, Leadenhall-street, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cope was 
admitted a solicitor in January, 1887. 


Mr. Wituram Joun Down, M.A. Oxon., solicitor (of the firm of Down, 
Scott, & Down), of Dorking, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Down was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. He is 
clerk to the magistrates for the Dorking Division, clerk to the Commis- 
sioners of Taxes for the Wootton Division, clerk to the District Highway 
Board, and clerk to the Burial Board. 


Mr. Atrrep Torney, solicitor (of the firm of Thorney & Son), of Hull, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thorney was admitted 
a solicitor in April, 1884. 


Mr. Artucr Wurrenran, solicitor, of Salisbury, has been — a 
Cae for Oaths. Mr. Whitehead was admitted a solicitor in 
une, 1883. 


Mr. Freperick Wiitovenny, M.A. Oxon., solicitor, of Daventry, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr, Willoughby was 
admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. He is town clerk of Daventry. 


Mr. Joun Asurorp, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Ashford was admitted a solicitor in April, 1884. 


Mr. Frevertcx Bowker, jun., solicitor (of the firm of Bowker & Son), 
of Winchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Bowker was admitted a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1869. 


Mr. Pexcy Batpwin, solicitor (of the firm of , Graham, & 


Gregory 
Baldwin), of Bristol, has been appomted a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. 
Baldwin was admitted a solicitor in November, 1884. 





Mr. Tuomas Surru, solicitor (of the firm of Riddell, Vaizey, & Co.), of 
a Commissioner r 


9, John-street, Bedford-row, been appointed a 
Oaths. Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 

Mr. Wiii1am Pickertnc Sarru, solicitor (of the firm of W. Robinson, 
Smith, & Son), of Swansea, has been ap ted a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 


Mr. Ciement Stone-Wice, B.A. Oxon., solicitor (of the firm of Patti- 
son, Wigg, & Co.), of 11, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., has been sapciatet 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stone-Wigg was admitted a solicitor in 
February, 1883. 

Mr.>Freperick Gorvon Tween, solicitor, of Gainsborough, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tweed was admitted a solicitor 
in April, 1884. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Freperick Taytor, solicitor (of the firm of Barclay & 
Taylor), of Macclesfield, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Taylor was admitted a solicitor in April, 1882. 


Mr. Kenetm Envwarp Diepy, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Digby was called to the bar in Hilary Term, 1865. 

Mr. Avan Turner, solicitor (of the firm of Aldous & Turner), of 
Ipswich, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Turner was 
admitted a solicitor in July, 1881. 


Mr. Francis Joun Woopunovse Woon, solicitor, of Ipswich, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wood was admitted a solicitor 
in August, 1381. 

Mr. Ronert Harvey Weps, solicitor, of Tottenham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Webb was admitted a solicitor in 
February, 1885. 

Mr. Watrex Perks, solicitor (of the firm of Ward, Perks, & McKay), 
of 85, Gracechurch-street, has been appointed a Commissiouer for Oaths. 
Mr. Perks. was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. 


Mr. Joun Tuomrson Rinuey, solicitor (of the firm of Trevanion, Curtis, 
& Ridley), of Bournemouth, has been apppointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Ridley was admitted a solicitor in February, 1884. 


Mr. Cuas. Tuomas Srocxpaue, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stockdale was admitted a 
solicitor in February, 1884. 

Mr. Raymonp Aveustus Hatt Tovey, solicitor (of the firm of Burton- 
shaw & Tovey), of Doncaster, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Tovey was admitted a solicitor in August, 1884. 

Mr. James Fayer Taytor, solicitor, of Liverpool, has been seg 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Taylor was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1885. 

Mr. ALExANDER Pops, solicitor, of Grecian-chambers, Devereux-court, 
Temple, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pope was 
admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 


Mr. Rozsert Dunn Provo, solicitor (of the firm of J. & R. D. Proud), of 
Bishop Auckland, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Proud was admitted a solicitor in February, 1885. 

Mr. Percrva Georce Rosrnson, solicitor, of 72, Cannon-street, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was admitted a 
solicitor in October, 1884. 

Mr. Francis Antuony Reep, solicitor, of Bromley, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Reed was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1883. 


Mr. Henry Morcan Ress, solicitor (of the firm of Ingledew & Rees), of 
Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rees was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in April, 1881. 

Mr. Henry Artuur May, solicitor, of Wolverhampton, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. May was admitted a solicitor 
November, 1884. 

Mr. Joun Hanson Mrrcuect, solicitor, of Leamington, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mitchell was admitted a solicitor 
in December, 1884. ; 

Mr. Wo. Henry Mason, solicitor, of 3, North-buildings, Eldon-street, 
Finsbury, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mason was 
admitted a solicitor in November, 1883. 

Mr. Rozert Wetcu Cocksurn New.anps, solicitor (of the firm of New- 
lands & Newlands), of Newcastle-on-Tyne, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Newlands was admitted a solicitor in February, 
1885. 

Mr. Artutr Epwarp Natpsr, solicitor, of Mallett, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nalder was admitted a solici- 
tor in March, 1885. He is clerk to the board of , Clerk to the 
Rural Sanitary Authority, clerk to the School Attendance Committee, and 


a notary public. 
Mr. Henry Wrva, solicitor, of N has been a 
Justice of the Peace. Mr. was a solicitor oa ‘Ehcanotenes 


Term, 1851. He has for se yee ne maeh ~ 


took a leading part in entertaining 
occasion of the annual provincial mecting in that town. 
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Mr. Macraz Morr, solicitor (of the firm of Fisher, Carter, & Moir), of 
12a, Watling-street, St. Paul’s, London, E.C., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Georce Hotwes Buaxesiey, barrister, has been appointed to be 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Peterborough, in succession to Sir F. Jeune. 
Mr. Blakesley was called to the bar in 1872. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissoivtion. 
Joun Swan, Ropexrt Swan, and Tuomas Cuartes Bourne, solicitors (J. 
& R. Swan & Bourne), Lincoln. December 31. The said John Swan and 
les Bourne will in future carry on the said business in co- 
» [ Gazette, May 8. 





P 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that Mr. Reginald More Bray has been appointed Recorder 
of Guildford in the room of Mr. Morgan Howard, Q.C., deceased. 


The Royal Assent was given on Monday to the Electoral Disabilities 
Removal Bill, the Army Schools Bill, London (City) Trial of Civil Causes 
Bill, and a number of provisional orders and private Bills. 


Among the sufferers from influenza have been Judge Stonor; Sir Horace 
Davey, Q.C., M.P.; Mr. A. Cock, Q.C.; and Mr. 8. Woolf, Q.C. Mr. 
Francis Russell, Clerk of the Peace for Kent, is stated to have died on 
Thursday, at his residence at Wateringbury, from congestion of the lings 
following upon an attack of influenza. 


The Times says there is no foundation for the report published that Sir 
Charles Butt, President of the Probate and Divorce Division, intends to 
resign his seat on the bench. The learned judge, who is deriving great 
benefit from his sojourn at Wiesbaden, confidently anticipates being able 
to resume his duties in the early part of the ensuing Trinity Sittings. 


At the dinner of the Shorthand Society on the 9th inst. Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, in responding to the toast of the judicial bench, spoke of the 
important connection that existed in the employment of shorthand and 
the legal profession, and he referred to his personal experience of the 
great advantages accruing from a knowledge of shorthand. He expressed 
a wish to see shorthand writers attached to the courts, selected either by 
the court, or the judges, or by some responsible body of men. It was 
desirable that the shorthand writer should be someone whom one could 
control, because, without going so far as binding a shorthand writer to an 
oath, he believed that a writer being compelled to take a faithful note and 
accurate transcript would result in an increase of responsibility, and an 
increased discharge of duty. 


The members of the South-Eastern Circuit entertained Lord Hannen and 
Mr. Justice Jeune at dinner at the Hétel Métropole on the 8th inst., in 
celebration of the appointment of the former as a Lord of Appeal in 
Ordinary, and the elevation of the latter to the bench. Mr. Justice Romer 
was to have been a similarly-honoured guest, but, in consequence of an 
attack of iufluenza, was unavoidably absent, as also were Sir A. K. 
Stephenson, Mr. A. Cock, Q.C., and Mr. Sidney Woolf, Q.C., from the 
same cause. Mr. Murphy, Q.C., occupied the chair, and among the past 
and present members of the circuit present were Lord Bramwell, Mr. 
Justice Denman, Baron Pollock, Mr. Justice Hawkins, Mr. Justice 
Mathew, Mr. Justice A. L. Smith, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams, the 
Attorney-General, and the Solicitor-General. 


In Sir W. Fraser’s new book on “‘ Disraeli and His Day”’ there is an 
anecdote of Vice-Chancellor Malins. Sir William Fraser had met Sir 
Richard and Lady Malins at the larger hotel at Bellagio, and they began 

ing about their experiences of Swiss travel :—‘‘I told him (Sir William 
Fraser writes) that, recently traversing the Mont St. Gothard Pass (it was, 
of course, before the railway), I had noticed in the little inn at Altdorf his 
name, written in the early days of his career as a barrister. It 

obviously been inserted amid the sweet enchantments of his recent 
iage. Careless of the worries and annoyances of travelling, the dust, 

the heat, &c., &c., Malins and his bride were sipping the honey which is 
said to float on the cup of Matrimony. In the ‘Travellers’ Book’ was 
written, in his own neat writing: ‘Mr. and Mrs. Richard Malins. Very 
nice hotel; exquisitely clean ; the landlady a charming person.’ The 
Vice-Chancellor admitted the genuineness of the writing. ‘ Prepare your- 
self, Vice-Chancellor! Underneath, some false friend, possessed by the 
demon of envy, wrote these words, and there they have remained for thirty 
years: ‘Qh, Malins! how can you tell such lies? The landlady is a 
perfect devil ; and the whole place almost as dirty as Lincoln’s-inn’’ !!’”’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COUKT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoisrnans 1x AtTespaycr ow 








Aprgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice } 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. | 
2) «6Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
fl Godfrey Parmer Lavie 
Leal Leach Rolt Carrington 
23 Godfrey Farmer Tavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srigiixe. Kexewicn. Rouen. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters 1y Cuampers ror Troity Srrrres, 1891. 
A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Johnson. 
G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Walton ; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 
O to Z.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Manley Smith, for 


| Master Archibald, to the 13th of June; Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Satur- 


days, Master Wilberforce. 


A to F.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 


to Master Pollock are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 173, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, up to the 
20th of June, after which date they are to be made returnable before the 
masters in chambers in this division. 

G. to N.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Macdonell are to be made returnable before him in his own 
Room, No. 183, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

O. to Z.—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Manley Smith are to be made returnable before him in cham- 
bers up to the 13th June, after that date in his own Room, No. 114, at 
11.30. a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the sum- 
monses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. By Orper or THE MAasrTenrs. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

Brensox.—May 12, at 15, Westbourne-road, Sheffield, the wife of Reginald Benson, 
solicitor, of a son. 

CaLLow.—May 5, at Princes-road, Douglas, Isle of Man, the wife of H. B. C. Callow, 
advocate, of a son. ; 

Leacu.—May 12, at 34, Elm-park-gardens, 8.W., the wife of Arthur F. Leach, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 

Srove,—May 11, at Holms Hill House, Ridge, Herts, the wife of Frederick W. Stone, 
B.C.L., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. Canadian papers, please copy. 


MARRIAGES. 

Harcovurt—Jerson—May 12, at en Trinity, Beckenham, by the Rev. F. W. Murray, 
M.A., Hon. Canon of Rochester and Rector of Stone, Kent, assisted by the Rev. Chas. 
Jepson Betham, M.A ., Rural Dean and Hon. Canon of Ely and Rector of Brettenham, 
Suffolk, and the Rev. Geo J m, M A., cousins of the bride, Halliday Harcourt, 
solicitor, second son of the late rence William Harcourt, of Anerley, to Grace Lilian, 
elder surviving daughter of Octavius Jepson, M.D., of Elmfield, Sydenham. 

Lemprizre—voy GULTLinGeN—May 12, at the English Church, Rue d’ Aguesseau, Paris (and 

reviously at the Mairie of the 16th ‘iecontiaen ent), inald Raoul Lempri¢re, 
tt ev -at-law, to the Baroness Clementine Justine Fanny, only child of the late 
Baron Constantin von Giiltlingen, of Stiittgart, Germany. 

Maxwe.i-—-Beate—April 6, at St. Mary’s (Catholic) Church, Bathurst, Gambia, the Hon. 
Mr. Joseph Renner Maxwell, M.A., B.C.L., of Merton College, Oxford, barrister-at-law, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Chief i te and Judge of the Vice-Admiralty Court of the 
Colony of the Gambia, to Ada Maud Beale, of Batoum-gardens, London, eldest daughter 
of Thomas Myles Beale, Esq., M.R.C.S. (London). 





WaksineG TO inTeNDING Hovse Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, = Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cifices, &c.—{Apvr. ] 

Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Henry C. Woop 
jeusayet to the parish of Tooting) and Henry Kirsy—Woop & Kirsy—Certificated 

rokers, 1, Great James-street, ford-row, W.C. No made to landlords if 
rent over £20. Troublesome tenants got rid of. Possession taken under Bills of 
Sale, Mortgages, &c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 
London (Farringdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City Bank 
Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing ; personal 
and prompt attention.—[Apvr. } 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gaztte.—Fuipay, May 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1x Cuancery. 

Crook, Franc, & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before June 12, to send their 
names and add , the particulars of their debts and claims, to Harold Mather, 4, 
Fold st, Bolton. Addleshaw & Warburton, Manchester, solors for liquidator 

Fanswortn axp Kuanstey Reronm Cuvs Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or 


before May 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and 
claims, to John Phethean Monks, 9, Fold st, Bolton, solor for liquidators 
Lipa axp Lowron Steamsutr AND mee, Co, Limrren—Credi are required, on or 


lore June 30, to send their names a: , and the particulars of their debts or 
Fea Saga Howard Hays, 11, Abchurch lane. Paine & Co, St HeJen’s pl, solors 
or liq 
LyrHam Pige Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 28, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Rushton, 
45, , Preston. June 4, at 11, at 45, Fishergate, Preston, is appointed for hear- 
ing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
Maxim Westow Evecraic Co, Limiren (New Co)—Creditors are pace’, on or before 
Mag st, fe their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Marks, 113, Great Russell st, Bloomsbury 
Murtvat Bexevir Boor Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 30, to send 
their names, and of their debts or to Messrs Sharp, Shread, and 
Wadeley, Se aan & Os, Colnesevew, Bamangham: Jeffery & Hasell, 
Suevvy Portiasy Cement Co, Linitep—Creditors are rey on or before June 5, to 
names and addresses, the particulars of bts or claims, to Henry 
Benjamin Walmedey, 3, New inn, Strand. Kenrick, New inn, solor for liquidator 











ALLIAN 
Sawey 


Bay 
Bos 
Bro 
But 
Cua 

















_ May 16, 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL.: 





(Vol. 35.] 487° 











Sreausuir “ Ava” Co, beng wiper 
and addresses, and 


their names an’ tho puatiochens of 
Oldam, 30, the Temple, Liverpool 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


ance Benerit Society, Chew Somerset. May 5 
a Mae Fuienviy Socixry, Witte Line tow Sawley, Derby. 


London Coats ee Soul May 12 
JOINT STO OMPANIES. 
Fp CGinelion. 

Boutrnikon Foor CLora axp Mayuracturixe Co, Limrrep—Creditors are rec peel, 
or before June 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
claims, to Thomas Griffith, 56, Erskine st, City rd, Manchester 

Breap Surriy ASSOCIATION, Liurtep—Creditors are oe on or before May 27, to 

their names and addresses, and the ars of t eir debts or claims, to Frederick 
Whinney, 8, Old Jewry. Wednesday, June 3, at 2.15, is appointed for hearing and ad- 
judicating upon the debts and claims 

Buc xincuaM & Apams, Limrrep—By an order made by a J, ae April 25, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be contin Angove & Brom- 
wich, Great Winchester st, agents for Harvey, Leicester, eel aa 

ExecrricaL Encineerine Corporatioy, Linrrep—Creditors on or before 
June 6, to send their names and addresses, and the povticihaie a of hoe debts and claims, 
to Francis William mie GL Moorgate st 

Maxima Weston eye ps Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to 
send their names and addresses, and the patticulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Marks, 113, Great Russell st, Bloomsbury 

WN Warsoys & Co, Lotrrep—Petn for winding up, ereepe May 6, directed to be heard 
on May 30. dy, bard st, solor for petner. f appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 29 

UnNumiTep 1n CHANCERY. 

Neruam Cuemrcat Co—Creditors are required, on or before June 20, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Thomas and 
Joseph Wethered, Albion chmbrs, Bristol. Brittan & Co, no he for liquidators 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED 

FeMALE FRIENDLY Sourty, § Derby. lee 

SusPENDED "FOR THREE Moytus. 

CuiprENHAM Friznpviy Society, New Baptist School, age Wilts. 

Loyat Hasoru Lopes, Burton Library, jurton, Chester. 

Usrrep Oxver or Movers Dav ips, Ebenezer Sunday School, 
port, Chester. May 6 


een, ee ee Seed to send | 
their aor dten.te tevegy tamed: | 


May 2 





May 6 
A Boden, Hazel grove, Stock- 





CR¢eDITORS’ NOTICES. ' 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, May 1. 
Bayirre, Jounx Sean.e, Seagry, Wilts, Gent. June 6. Jones & Forrester, Malmesbury 
Boscawes, Geonce Henry, Liverpool, Solicitor. June 30. Boscawen, Fleet st 
Buowy, Esruer, Charlwood, Surrey, June8. Head & Sons, East Grinstead 
Burrens, Cuar.es, Hanley, Staffs, Auctioneer. June 30. W. & H. Bishop, Hanley 
CiayvEN, Barxare, Wantage, Berks, Grocer. May 30. Jotcham & Son, Wantage 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 





West Bremwich Pet May 4 Ord May May 15 at 11 
London Gazette.—F rn 3 Ay, May 8. Parry, Joux, Llanenddwyn, Dyffryn, Merioneth, Farm cae 
EIVING O Bailitf Aberystwith et May 5 Ord May Kerr, Donxatp, Maindee. Mon, Brassfounder 
Axkuvurt, Lzwis Henry, Eastbourne Grover Eastbourne | Pav aul Witiiam Henry. Moyracu, Stratton “t Picca- May 15 at 2.30 Off _ chmbrs, Corn st, 
Pet May 4 Ord May Court Pet y5 
Avensemy, Di BERT Gnossuy, » Shipley, Yorks, Compositor | | enor Siaiien Alexandra rd, Wood etn ae, Lusk, Georce Axix, Alderney rd, Globe rd, Mile End, 
Bradford Pet wf May 5 | Builder Edmonton Pet Dec 22 Ord Ma Builder May 20 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn“ 
Beaumont, i—_, Glam, Greengrocer Oldham Pet Ric neg § —re Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet ids 
May 4 May 4 rd May 5 McLac HLAN, WiLLiaM, Glazbury rd, West 
Botton, James Cuarves, Gt St — s, Accountant High Simpson, Fd. R, — Seung Palisade Maker occupation May 21 at 1 33, Carey st, >*+ 
Court Pet Aprili4 Ord May Blackburn May 4 Ord May 4 tields 
Bricurex, Henry Wi..iam con, woatiy st, Solicitor | Swuirn, Witiiam George, —~ 7 Warwickshire, Boot | Merryweatner, Atrrep, Kingston on Thames, Builder 
High Court Pet Aprili3 Ord May ufacturer Birmingham Pet April 28 Ord May 4 May 15 at 12.30 4, aoe approach, London 
CaLu ay Captain A H, Dover st, Picendilly High Court | Sriv ey, Apert CRAVEN, ay out of business Bridge 
et March 14 Ord ne A | Dewsbury Pet May4 Ord May 4 Mu tuys, 8., iste of —— nem bate De Milk Vendor - 
Cc BR. .... Jouy, Gt Stambridge, Essex, Baker Chelms- | Sreen, Joser’ Hy Ps Lanes, Shoemaker Ulverston May 20 at 11 peep Aa —_ ina fields 
Ce eee hn eT susie igh Gun | Ween ae one + Ae Meteld 34, Wimbledon, ae 
ATLING, THOMAS, May t lane, Tea er ig wu I1LLows, Tuomas, , nr Brige, } 15 at 11.30 21, 
Pet May 4 Ord Ma t Great Grimsby Pet May 4 an Railway London 
Cones, NATHANIEL, Moor ‘ane, items Stationer High Wrietey, James, and Jamus pon Sof Middleton, Lanes, | Pisro, Davip, Mi General Dr. May 2 
Court Pet March 23 May Dyers Oldham n Bet Apri i) ay Ord April 30 at 3 Off Ree, 8, Albert i : 
‘oULCHER, RoBerT i E, Southampton bldgs, Chan- NGS. Ricuarpsoy, Tuomas, yng tH Zi at 12 
_ Law Stationer High Court Pet April 20 Baxewe.t, ABRAHAM AspLer, Liverpost, panies May 21 Baling ok ns ine Relde 
Ord Ma: 5 | at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool Roverts, R. Liverpool, Mariner May 23 at3 
Crawrorb, iat ieee: Liverpool, Hatter Liverpool Pet | Bexsamix, Tuomas, Portrack, Stockton on Tees, Iron- Of 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
y5 boy na May Wats Off ‘Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- Roserrs, Samvust, Richford of no occu- 
Cross, Frepertck Wititiam, Wisbech, Cambs, Fruiterer ' boro May 21 at 11 33, Carey st, ayy eth 
King’s Lynn Pet May6 Ord May 6 Be soon, Fama, the younger, Oldbury, Great Wak: ds 
Darsox, Tuomas, Dalton in Furness, Lancs, Shoemaker x, Farmer May 15 at 3 of ” Ree, 9%, Temple | Rosenrat, Pmam, Mildmay park, Diamond 
Ulverston and Barrow in Furness Pet May 5 Ord chmbrs, Temple avenue May 21 at 2.30 st, Lincoln's inn fields 
May 5 Berwick, Joseru egy Buntingford, Herts, Clerk in | Rourtxper, Georee ext, Cullercoats, Northumbrid, 
Secon, Pome, Hereford, Farmer Hereford Pet May 5 by Am May 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal Grocer a 16 at 11.30. Off Rec, Pink lane, New- 
y5 in s inn : 
Gant, Georae Tuomas, East Fontes, Sussex, Carpenter | Pmt, Joux, Stoke next Guildford, Surrey, Hotel | Sumwers, Cubes Brornerron ag upon Hall, 
Brighton Pet May 5 Ord May 5 | ietor May 15 at 2.30 21, Railway app, London Solicitor May 15 at 3 Ow Ree, rinity house lane, 
Hayvoy, Henry, St Lawrence, nr Ramsgate, Blacksmith | 
Canterbury Pet here 4 Ord May 4 | Bisn, Coarres, Goring, Sussex, Blacksmith May 15 at 3 | Tuorwres, Asoo, Beals ormerly Grover June 4 at I 
Inuty, Moxa ¥ I Clacton on Sea, Spinster Colchester Pet Off Rec's Office otal, Nickolas st, Bax Barnley 
Mar 24 Ord May 5 Campa, Sir Ginpext Eowaxp, Bart, Staple i im,  —agapmcn Warp, a) rs, Boston, Notts Commission ions May 16 
Isaacson, Pues, ‘Graton House, Old Booed st, Mer- Author May 21 at il 33, Carey st, at 12 Off Reo, St 's Church walk, 
chant High Court Pet May5 Ord Mw Crou vast, Wituam Henry Mawsoy, Leeds, ‘Ae = Wusaen James, Accrington, Engineer June 3 at 1.30 
Ktays, — nick Lovet, Charles st, St po ll 8, Solicitor at ll Off Rec, 22, Park row, Court house, Blackburn 
h Court Mar 13 Ord April 29 Gong, ag tres Ropexr, tee bldgs, Licensed | Wispom, Wittiam Exsxnxezer, Woodchurch, nr Ashford, 
Kessaniy, Tuomas, and Gitperr Sruanr Lockyer, Ade- Victualler May 21 at 12 33, Cure’ Lincoln's inn Ki 20 at 1 Saracen’s Head, 
laide a, Strand, Advertising Agents High Cowt Ord | Coryry, nae s, Wor Builder's Foreman May 15 Ashford, Ken 
] Apel WwW Durh D Durham Pet May 4 . 0 aie : Peviliog of Utero Jou urnalist May | A Ros " ADJUDICATIONS. Yorks, Campsattor 
ADDELL ILLIAM, Durham, Vraper urhann ay Currin, Josern James, late of ol ist ATKINSON, ERT Te 
rd May 4 | 2h at 2.90 Victoria st, Liverpool Bradford Pet Ord Maye 
Liirie, Geonax, Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet May 5 | Earox, Gronae Harr, = nr Andoversford, & Se, Baxkewe., ABRAHAM i Liverpool, Printer Liver- 
Baker Muy 21 at 3.30 Court bldgs, Chel pool Pet April Ma 


Ord May 5 
Lona, Roperr, Haynford, crea Blacksmith Norwich 
April 25 Ord May 
Lowes, SaAnau JANE, ‘Aidloate, Draper Blackburn Pet | 
April 23 May 6 
Magee ties” Preston, Tailor Preston Pet 


19 at 3.30 Off Reo, 
Guesees. & sous Sutton in 





Nicnouts, ae oy ‘Woelsby, 1 zincs, no occupation Great 
G 


trims! ay 6 .Ord May 6 atl 
OLp¥FIELD, a. Leadenhall st, Gent High Court Pet | Hopsos, Winitam, a 
Feb 16 Ord May 6 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


| Panisn, Geonce Henry, West Bromwich, 9 of business 


ham 
Evans, Lovis Hernerr Coenen, Ones, Painter May 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 


ee Off Reo, St Peter's 
wn Not 
Hexprrson Tene AS, =~, on 
Off Ree, Pink 


| Curmusrs, Buxsauix, Shaftesbury rd, Hammenmith. May 25. Rodgers & Clarkson, 


| Consett, Joun Henry, New Windsor, Berks, Gent. June 30. Darvill & Last, Windsor 
| Crace, Cuances, Warrington, retired Joiner. June 1. Ridgway & Worsley, Warrington 
| De Rate Davin Westbourne terr, Paddington, Gent: June 30. McKenna & Co, Basing- 


Dopps, Fraxces, Dunning rd, Liverpool. June 1. Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Deum, Lionet Cuances, Chester sq, Banker. June1. Hopgood & Dowson, White- 


on | One nitby Whitby, Yorks. June 16. Thornton; and Woodwark & White, 


Whitby : 
Hicaixs, Witt'am, St Mary at Hill, Tea Merchant. May 30. Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Hoe, Epwaxrp, Wilmslow, Chester, Gent. June 15. Earle & Co, 

Hu ae? c —- Epwarp, Dean st, Fetter lane, Printer’s Reader. June 2). Herbert, 


st, grdns 
ey, Wi..iam, Camborne, Cornwall, Tailor. May 30. Daniell & Thomas, Camborne 
Jaxsox, Saran, Westbourne crsnt, Hyde Park. May 23. Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 
Jounsoy, Evizapetn, Finchley rd. June 1. H. P. & R. E. Bartley, Somerset street, 


Portman 
Kenrs.ake, Shenae Clevedon, Somerset, Gent. Junei. Wilton & Sons, Bath 
Kirwas, Cuartotre, Cheltenham. Junel. Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Laxt, Epwiy, Eltham, Kent, Butcher. June 15. Pritchard & Co, Painters Hall 
| Leecu, Henry Fox, Stafford, Brewer’s Manager.; June 10. Miller & Co, Liverpool 





| Lewis, Jemima, Wey Surrey. June3. H & , Albany ct yd 
| Marnier, Mary ee then Wilts. June 30, Keary & 28, Chippenbam 
Meyrick, Heste« Anne, Bath. ag aS Inman & 
| MiLier, Bow anv, B Burdett rd, Licensed Vi . June 24. Collyer Bristowe 


0, 
Ne wore ee y Se yas Moulton, Norfolk. June15. Keith & 


rwich 
| Morea, Cuartes Greensitt, Southsea, Cashierin H M.’s Dock Portsmouth. June - 
oh Portsmouth sitie 


Napren, Joseru et, Confectioner. ome 1. Geo Byfield, Gt St Helens 
Pacmer, Evma, Aibany rd, Cam! . Junel., Sargeant, Budge row, Cannon st . 
. June 13. Stretton & Co, 


a Mary Asye, Belsize Pak 
Pussres, Syeane Moore, Tiverton, Devon, retired Schoolmaster. June 4. Quick & Son, 
vane “otueerey: Maltravers, nr Poole, Dorset, Yeoman. June 21. 
Holme, nr Ambleside, Westmrid. June 13.: 
Raymonp, ALPRED Muav, Mark lane, Corn Factor. June 10. Ley & Co, Carey st, Lin-’ 
Resi esi Victoria rd, Twickenham, formerly Clerk in Bank of England. May 
Rowne, Wigan Bows at Hatchen B Surrey, Gent. May 31. Milner, Borough High 
Wass, Haxay, & —ee St James’s st, Lodging House Keeper. May 28. Dimond : 


WELLs, Josevit, Bookseller. June 1. Godwin, Winchester 
| Wirnerrneron, Saran, ee LW. May 30. Wooldridge, Sandown, 


Trevanion & Co, 


QuiILurnay, JEMIMA Rapeanes, 5 
Cookson 





JENKINS, Leary 


Of Tee, Ogien's chinbre, B Bridge ot, 


27 Ord 6 

Oldham, , + Olham Pet 

Brooxs, Jaugs Rosrxsoy, Devons row, Bow, 
Draper * Pet April 9 Ga ee Phase 

Carniacs, Jony, Gt 


5 Ord 6 3 
cevutno,Twonaay Mincag lane, Te Dealer High Court 


Ord May 4 * 
Exoursu, Joux, Hereford, Farmer Hereford Pet May 5 
Ord May 5 


Beaumont, Jaw 
4 

Ashfield, Notts, late Licensed 

Church 
tent Brewer May 16 

Newe 

Ouse Furnisher May 20 at 11 
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Grayt, Grorce Tuomas, East Ferring, Sussex, Carpenter 
Brighton Pet May5 Ord May5— ’ 
Groompriver, Grorce oma and Herperr Yorke 
ent Se — ley, Paternoster row, Publisher 
H A wig ot Gra May 5 Li 1 PB 
ALLWoop, ANNE, cae ‘ocalist iverpoo! et 
27 Ord May 


Hieetxs, ALFRED Seu Ev eNs, Balsall Heath, Birmingham. 
N P pgaceeana ta Birmingham Pet May1 Ord 


May | 
Isascson, Putxeas, Gresham House, Old poet st, Mer- 


ae Pet May 5 Ord May 
Kirroys, Punt, Feds oy oy Commercial Traveller 
High Pet April 14 Ord Ma: 
Lirt. as, o mano Feasible, Butcher Cattisle Pet May 5 


Mave ae and ” ai EXANDER, Preston, Tailor Preston Pet 


May 4 
Mutuiys, 8, late vern rd, Kilburn, _ Milk Vendor 
Court Pet March 2! oe ey 
Nicuoiis, Samrsox, Weelsby, Lincs, vr no occupation 
Great Grimsby ’ Pet May 5 Ord May 6 
Owes, WiLtiAM, ar ie Mon, Butcher Tredegar Pet 
15 y 6 


Parry, Jony, re Dyffryn, Merioneth, Farm 

Bailff Aberystwith et April 21 Ord May 5 

Perky, a leigh, Devon, Outfitter East Stone- 
house Pet April 20 Ord May 6 

Ricnarvsos, Joseru, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet 
March 26 Ord 


May 5 
es R ry Li Master Mariner Liverpool Pet 


Ord Ma: 

Simpson, vy Be a R, teen aay Pal sade Maker 
Blackburn May 4 Ord May 

Swirn, Wittram Grorce, Aston, Warwickshire, Boot 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet April 28 Ord May 5 

Srepnenson, Peter, Liv I, ~ em Victualler Liver- 
pool Pet April 7 Ma: 

Srevutrros, Ropert Tuomas. 

Pet April 22 Ord May 2 

Tuorr, Saran Exiza, Manchester, Umbrella Manufac- 
turer ester Pet April7 Ord May 6 

Wuirraker, — Accrington, Engineer Blackburn 
bv 

Witiows, Tuomas, Ashby, nr Brigg, Lines, ~~ [ce 

Great Grimsby Pet May 4 Ord May 

Woop, Tuomas, The Lye, nr Stourbridge, Wore, Shipping 
ari Manufacturer Stourbridge Pet April 18 Ord 
4 18 


Waietey, James, and James Asutrox, Middleton, Lancs, 
Dyers Oldham Pet April 23 Ord April 30 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Bessett, St Joux Cotwoop, Bloomsbury st, Bedford S, 
Gent High Court Adjud Sept 19, 1889 Annul May 
London Gazette—Tursvay, May 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Beprorp, Suaprack Goguee, Sore _Berks, General 
Smith Oxf et May7 Ord M 
Booey, Bewen, , Sandgate, Kent Conbeethay Pet March 7 


Bowmay, _ ai WA tsce, Ogdensburgh House, _— 
Hill West, Commission Agent High Court Pet May 


Ord May 8 

Baows, a Rastrick, ote, Brass Founder Halifax 
Pet May 6 Ord Ma 

Bevyroy, ILLIAM em Sydenham, Kent, Surgeon | 
Green May7 Ord May7 


wich 
Cave, Hexny ep tay zW, Watchmaker Newport Pet 
May 9 Ord Ma: ais 
nee Jous, Tools, Joiner Leeds Pet May 7 Ord | 
Dix, rAd the elder, Hendon, Brewer Barnet Pet Apr 13 | 
Ord May 7 


Dossoy, _ i Gt Mis den, Bucks, I 
bury Pet Apr25 Ord May "9 

Drvce, Jutws Wyatt, Queen “Vitoria st, Solicitor High | 

Court Pet Apr 21 ys 

Frogeatr, Wiit1aM, Gaolford, Ludlow, Salop, {innkeeper 
Leominster Pet Ord May 7 





Pp Ayles- 


Ma 
Fuiver, Georcr Jony, Gres ham st, Gurvey or High Court 
Pet Feb12 Ord May 8 


Gasvy, Mavnice, New Brighton, Cheshire, Manager of a | 


Pet May7 Ord May7 

wakp Crorcu, Guildford pl, Russell sq, 

Newport and — Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

Grattax, Grorce, Barrow Furness, Lath Cleaver 

in Furnexs Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Guist, Groroe ALEXANDER, Stryud, Commercial Traveller 
Mays Ord May 8 

Hascocx, Tuomas, Manchester, Auctioneer Manchester 
Pet April 30 Ord May s 

Hwxaax, Harry, late of Hastings, Licensed Victualler 
Ord March 9 


Goprrey, 


Hinst, Ancnie Ae 
haved, May 
Hoorgr, Wittiam, ton st, Mantle Manufacturer High 
Court Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Jay. Hexernr, Argyle pl, Regent st, Fancy raping 
Court Pet May7 Ord May 
ABRAHAM. 
es Ord Ma 


7. Commission Agent Halifax Pet 
Kiove, ‘teas a Birdbush, Wilts, Wheelwright 
Pet May 7 May 
Kuiroer, Paus Louis Fervern Ky and Wiitiam Hewrey 
skixG, Birmi Artists’ Materia 
Pet May 6 Ord May 8 
Lawes, Peepenicx Gronce, Donhead St aameem, Wilts, 
Tea Dealer Sal Pet Ma May 


Mam, Agruve Huser, Richmond, Sunsey, 
andswotth Pet May Ord May 9 
Joux Rowexr, me 5 Hairdresser 
Pet May7 Ord May 
Rice, Hagny, Commercial rd, Stepney, ‘Furniture Dealer 
RB: +, ——- 7 Ord ae 7 
ppick, Witttam Cromwe., Gov , Sa , Builder 
5 17 Ord May =“ 
Paul’s rd, Canonbury, Wholesale 
th Court Pet Ap-il 23 Ord May 7 


Grocer 


Prarsos 


Rusexprrs, 
Jeweller 


, Lames, Grocer’s Assixtant | 


1 Dealers Bir- | 


Saunpers, Sypvey Joun, Station rd, sere park, 
Grocer Hi urt, May9 Ord Ma: 


far vel, iis 
Sarr, Taomas, Marnhull, Dorset, Dealer Salisbury Pet | 
May 9 Ord 9 


y 
Srerurns, Joun Haut, Hereford, Brewers Hereford Pet 


April 27 Ord May 9 

Sumprer, yyy Aldersgate st, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ort May7 

Tayior, Hesry Jouy, Ventnor, I1.W., Baker Newport 
and Ryde Pet May8 Ord May8 

Toutsox, James Avuaustixse Hantiey, Leeds, Chemist 
Leeds Pet May8 Ord May8 

Towsenp, Tuomas, Leeds, Rent Collector Leeds Pet 
Mays Ord May 8 

| Turner, Joux Priestiey, Wall, = Lichfield, Farmer 
Walsall Pet May9 Ord May 

betes 5 Avvert, Hastings, Builder Hastings Ord 
‘eb 23 

Warp, Asranam Jouy, Latchford, Cheshire, Shoe Manu- 
aes Foreman Warrington Pet May 8 Ord 

ys 

Wakeine, H. B., late Cambridge gardens, is hill, 
Gent High Court Pet May4 Ord May7 

Wuarros, Joux, Smethwick, Staffs, Fruiterer West | 
Bromwich Pet May7 Ord May 7 

Wi..s, Joseru, Bridford, Devon, ,* Sl Bailiff Exeter 
Pet May 8 Ord Mays 

Woovnovsz, Thomas Verxox, West Bridgford, Notts, 
Timber Merchant Nottingham Pet May 8 Ord 


May 8 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avams, Joun Sreicine, Plymouth, Cabinet Salesman 
May 22at 11 10, Athenzeum terce, Plymouth 

Arkixsoy, Roperr Crosser, Shipley, Yorks, Compositor 
May 2ati2 OF Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Beaumost, James, Oldham, Greengrocer May 20at3 Off 
Ree, Priory chmbrs, Union st, Oldham 

Berecer, Gustav, South rd, Upton Park, Forest Gate, 
Hairdresser’s Assistant May 20 at 1 33, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Brows, Joun, Rastrick, Yorks, Brass Founder May 21 at 
11.30 Of Ree, Halifax 

Cross, Freperick Win Am, Wisbeach, Cambs, Fruiterer 
May 23at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Day, Tuomas, Birmingham, late Coal Dealer May 21 at 11 | 
25, Colmore rd, Birmingham 

Deniz, Toomas Ricumoyp, Nottingham, Tobacco Dealer 
May 2iat11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
tingham 

Doprsoy, Cuartes, Lower Grosvenor pi Linen Merchant 
May 21 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


Dovetas, Ricuarp Tuomas, Gt Grimsby, Coal Kiteation 
May 21 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Frayks, Avrrep, Liverpool, Provision Dealer May 26 at 2 | 

ff Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Gamuen, Henry WALTER, "Portsea, Tailor May 20 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 


May 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lin- | 
coln’s inn fields 
Graxt, Grorce Tuomas, East Ferring, Sussex,  faeeaadl 
May 2iat12 Off Ree, Pavilion bldngs, Brighto: 
Hascoc ~ Tuomas, Manchester, Auctioneer y 26 at 3 
Ree, Ogden’s chmbrs. Bridge st, Manchester 
Harrer, JosEPH, Batley, Yorks, Painter May 22at3 Off 
Ree, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Hewett, E. H., Trafalgar sq, Chelsea, late Consul at Old 
( — May 22 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
fie! 
Hicerss, Atrrep Jous Evens, Balsall Heath and Bir- 
| mingham, mig he he , ae May 21 at 12 235, 
C las row, Birmi: 
JosePns, Simeon, New Ootend st, Shopfitter May 22 at 1 
33, Carey st, ‘Lincoln’s inn fields 
Kay, Apranam, Halifax, Commission Agent May 21 at 11 
Rec, Halifax 
| Keays, Freperiwcx Lovet, Charles st, St James’, Solicitor 
| May 22 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
| Kessasty, Tuomas, and Gitpert Stuart Locxyer, Ade- 
| laide st, Strand, Advertising Agents May 22 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Kippie, Joux Tuomas, Birdbush, Wilts, Wheelwright 
May 2iati1l Off Ree, Salisbury 
_ y , om Wixutam, Barnsley, Confectioner May 22 at 
Off , Figtree lane, Sheffield 
| aan Frevenick Geonce, Donhead St Andrew, Wilts, 
Tea Dealer May 21 at 12.30 Off Ree, Salisbury 
Littie, Georce, Carlisle, Butcher May 20 at 12 12, Lons- 
dale st, Carlisle 
Lowks, Saran JANE, Accrington, Draper June 3 at 3 
County Court house, Black 
Mavcoitmsoy, Atexanver, Preston, Tailor June 5 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Marsnarte, Coances James. and George Warsox Dravxe, 
late Bryant st, West Ham lane, Stratford, Cycle 
Manufacturers May 2) at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln's ion 
Meus, Tuomas, East Greenwich, Grocer May 22 at 11.30 
21, Railway app, London Bridge 
Panny, Jou, Tynllan, Lianenddwyn, Dyffryn, Merioneth, 
Farm Bailiff May 20 ut 10.15 Town Hall, Aber- 
yatwith 
Pavrter, Hesry Wittiam Monraau, Strattonst, eine 





Gopwts, Josuua, Great George st, Westminster, Auctioneer | 


| May 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


fiel 
Ricuarpsoy, Josern, Bradford, Solicitor May 22 at 11 
| Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradfo: rd 


Suarr, ar, Tnouas, Marabull, Dorset, Dealer May 22 at 12.15 
sbu z’ 
| ees Agra R, Blackburn, Palisade Maker June 3 at 
215° County Court House, Blackburn 
Swirn, Wittiam Grorce, Aston, Warwickshirs, Boot 
Manufacturer May 22 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 
ls Spivey, casa Cravex, Dewsbury, out of business May 
22at4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Sr ate Wicuam, and Tuomas Mutierr (trading as 
| Stratford & Mullett), Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet 
| a May 20 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House 
| e, Hi 
| Tuomas, Tuomas MorGay, Waunllwyd, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Grocer May 20at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
| Sate, Hervert, Wimpole st, Physician May 21 at 12 
, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn tields 
! WuIrraker, ISABELLA, Sunderland, Clothes Dealer May 
20 at12 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
| Wittow 5 Tuomas, Ashby, nr Brigg, Lincs, Commission 
Agent May 21 at 11.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt 


Grimsby 

baie ~ ; ne SG Bridford, Devon, Farm Bailiff May 22 at 
ll Off , 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axuurst, Lewis Henry, Eastbourne, Grocer Eastbourne 
; Pet May 4 Ord May 9 

Beprorp, Suapnrack George, Wantage, Berks, General 
Smith Oxford Pet May7 Ord May7 

Bowman, WittiamM WALLACE, ey House, Maida 

Hill West, Commission Agent High Court Pet May 7 


Ord May 8 
Browy, pel Rastrick, se Brassfounder Halifax 
Pet May 6 Ord Ma: 


Brunton, WiLutaM + hl Ly ima Sptechom, Surgeon Green- 
| wich Pet May7 Ord Ma A} 
| Cave, Henry, ip tary I.W., Watchmaker Newport Pet 
| May 9 Ord May 9 
| Cunt Joux, Leeds, Joiner Leeds Pet May 7 Ord 
' 
yé 
| CLemenrs, J. B., and Feux Rouey, Air st, Regent st, 
Hairdressers High Court Pet Aprilil Ord M: ay 8 
Coryey, Avoiexnus, Worthing, we Foremin Brigh- 
ton Pet May2 Ord May 
Cross, Freperick Gauar Wisbech, Cambs, Fruiterer 
King’s Lynn Pet May6 Ord 
Currie, Josern James, late of , = Journalist 
Liverpool Pet —s ril 3 oy May 7 
Franzeyx, Hewsry, re Cheesemonzger 
High Court Pet April 6 a4 May 8 
| Froecarr, Wittiam, Gaolford, Ludlow, Salop, Innkeeper 
| Leominster’ Pet May 6 Ord May i 
—— Georce, Barrow in Furness, Lath Cleaver 
| Barrow in Furness Pet May 9 Ord May 9 
Gust, GeorGe ALEXANDER, Stroud, Commercial Traveller 
Gloucester Pet May 8 ’ Ord May 8 
——~F: Tuomas, soem, Zadinhee Manchester 
| Pet April 30 Ord May 
Hopsos, Witiiam, C 
| April 2 Ord May 
| Jac OBS, JOSEPH, Femecuth, Licensed Victualler East 
| Stonehouse Pet April10 Ord May 8 
| Jay, Henxsertr, Argyle pl, Mey oe 4 Fancy Trimmings 
Importer High Court Pet May7 Ord Mays 
Jenkins, Ricuarp, Aberystwith,  , eeaaaaa Deaper 
Aberystwith Pet April2d Ord May 
Kay, Asrauam, Halifax, Commission Avent Halifax Pct 
May 4 Ord May 4 
Kippie, Joun Tuomas, Birdbush, _ Wilts, Wheelwright 
Salisbury Pet May 6 May 
Lawes, Freverick Gronge, Donhead St An drew, Wilts, 
Tea Dealer bury Pet May7 Ord May7 
Lowes, Saran Jane, Accring‘on, Draper Blac burn Pet 
April 23 Ord May 8 
Luptam, Cuartes A.rrep, Burton on Trent, Saamen 
Brewer Burton on Trent Pet April17 Ord May 
Pe a, Joun Rosert, Northampton, Hairdresser North- 
ampton Pet May 7 Ord May7 
Rice, Harry, Commercial “ae Ste ae CE Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet Ma: 
Ricuarpsox, Tnomas, the "Cresent, Kingsland rd High 
Court Pet March2 Ord May 
Suarp, Tuomas, Marnhull, Dewwel, De saler Salisbury Pet 
May 8 Ord 7 
‘Sura, Roperr Boones st, Contractor High Court 
Pet Jan 1 nd Ma: 
Srivey, Avperr Crav af Dewberry, out of business 
Dewsbury Pet May4 Ord Ma 
Tayior, Henry jean Ventnor, Tw. Baker Newport 
and Ryde Pet May8 Ord Maiy8 
Toutsox, James Avoustine anne, Leels, Chemist 
Pet Mays Ord May 
Towne >, Tuomas, Leeds, Bont Collector Leeds Pet 
May 8 Ord May8 
Warp, Asrauam Jouy, Latchford, Cheshire, Shoe Manu- 
| facturer’s Foreman Warrington Pet May 8 Ord 
8 


ER Furnisher Cardiff Pet 





y 
Wuanrtoy, Jous, Smethwick, ate, Fruiterer West 


Bromwich Pet May 7 Ord Ma: 
Wits, Josernu, ies Devon, Reais Bailiff Exeter 
Pet May 8 Ord Ma: 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &e 





SPINK & SON, Goxpsuirus anv PRS LAER 1 aNv 2, GracecnUrcH-sruzet, ConnutLt, 
Loxvox, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accunaTeELyY aprratse the above for the 


Leoan P ROVESSION or runcnase the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.UB. 


“ 
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SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


May 21,—Messrs. Danizy Watyey & Sons, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate and Freehold Build- 
ing Estate (see advertisement, May 2, p. 458). 

May 22.— Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart, at 2 o’clock, 
Freehold Building Estate and Investments (see advertise- 
ment, this week, p. 4). 

May 25.—Messrs. Ets & Son, at the Mart, at 2 o’clock, 
Copyhold Property (see advertisement, May 2 . P- 459). 





The Subscription to the SouicrroRs’ JOURNAL ts 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 283.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
ofice—elrth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 4s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors Journal” must be authenticated 


by the name of. the writer 





AW.—Conveyancing Clerk (Unadmitted) 
4 Wanted; must be experienced in Brewery Work.— 
Apply, by letter, ALFRED Hicks & ARNOLD, 35, King-street, 
Cove nt-s garden, W.C. 
“AW. Ww anted, a good Shorthand” and 
4 Engrossing Clerk, by Metvitt Green, Worthing. 


\ ONEY.— Houscholders or Lodgers 
it desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the ConsoLipaTEep Company, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.- ~Addrems, MANAGER. 


N ORTGAGES. Good Fr echold or Lease- 

hold Securities are Required for a large trust fund, 
at 4 to 4} per cent.; would be divided.—Apply to Messrs. 
Bean, Burnett, & Exprive v£, Auctioneers, 14, Nicholas- 

















R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and by post, for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINAR INTE RMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Many Pupits HAVE TAKEN Honovurs.—For further - 
ticulars, and copies of, “ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”’ 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” ad , 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


EDE AND ‘SON, 


ROBE j2@s% MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Wholé of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of 1 ew They &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1639. 


ME... A: REEVES, LAND AGENT and NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SURVEYOR, ne ey CHAMB 
SOCIETY, 


Non pos g eee ry + * = oat Saeeet Ftd 
hold and Leasehol pron yr y jon on A delaide-pl I jon "Bridge, Bo. 


terms. The Management of Property and Collection of 


Rents undertaken. 
nae 7 ED aad AeA ES Drrecrors : 
poroucH sar BOKOUGH | Reser Watonaan lagen, J.P, Croan 


Miss Bipper. 


The Leicester Co Arruur Coney, Q.C. 


tion are py me to accept Loans 


in sums of not less than £100, secu Debenture bonds, 
and subject to six oan? notice.—Ap ~ car Pod er F.S.1. 
Tuomas Coutrman, F.C.A., Beoeeh. Accountant. Hewey Rorr 
Town Hall, Leicester. , 


Daye 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE | $tates £10, interest 5 per cent. 


Deposits recei 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. Withdrawals (shares oF depot at s aot: nate. 
ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & ORae 


Boe promptly hold pro- 
° _—. of = Tegal and ove charges, very 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.) a |e moderate. Prospectus free 
and Reversion Valuers and Auctioneers, may be pg ed 


FREDERICK LONG, Manager. 
— all questions a 





ppertaining to the dure OS a ata TE 
eir Periodical Sales (established AN the late Mr. H. E. 
Marsh in 1843) oceur on the First Thursday in each Month | 


THE 
ee NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
required, pending completion, or permanent mortgages | 

ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


negotiated.— Adie, 6, » Poultry, London, 3 E.C. 
1 ICE y | Is prepared to act as TRUSTEE for DEBENTURE 
gas: ert.” mk ekenie SOCIETY, | HOLDERS, and to receive proposals for LOANS, the 


114, Chancery-lane, London, 7 
a ‘anes ee sf May 12, 1891. PURCHASE of ASSETS and the ISSUE of SHARES in 
otice is Hereby Given that an Exrraorpinary GENERAL | d COMMERCIAL UNDERTAKINGS, or GUARAN- 
Mcrrixe of the Shareholders of this Society will be held at | S°™ 
the Socrgery’s House in Cuaxcery-Lane, on TUESDAY, the | TEEING DEBENTURES and other SECURITIES. 
- = < JUNE ware, an oa Board will | the CHARLES NORRIS, Secretary. 
Shareholders a resolution for the confirmation of the altered Offices. lotorin-ateeet, London, E.C. 
Investment Clause in the Deed of Settlement adopted at the it, Quant = 
Extraordinary General Meeting of Shareholders held on 
Tuesday, ithe 5th day of May instant. ONDON & UNIVERSAL BANK (Limited), 
The Chair will be taken at 2 0’clock precisely. d 449, Strand, cross, London, 8.W. 








By order of tne Board of Directors, 
GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. Subscribed, a, £500. pital: £1,000, 1b, 000. 
Reserve Fund and ed Liability o of over 
TATIONAL ‘DISCOUNT COMPANY 300 Pro) Loren, £170,000. 
ee Bills N tinted. sounts Opened” Overrafts Granted. 
ills ues 
Subscribed Capital - £4,233,325 The ‘Attention of Solicitors ia drawn to the fact that both 
Paid-up = he ee ... $46,665 permanent and temporary A baa ay enon yp wel 
Reserve Fund... % q 460,000 ties, _ as Reversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
tangi le securities. 
Notice is hereby given that the present rates of Interest INTEREST ALLOWED ON DRPosrTs : 
allowed for deposits are as follows—viz. : At one month’s notice ..................... £4 per cent. 
Three and a half per cent. per annum at call. At three months’ notice .................. £5 per cent. 
P Three = three quarters per cent. at seven and fourteen For one, or three years certain ...£6 per cent, 
ays’ notice. terest paid q ‘ 
oney received for fixed periods at rates specially to be Balance-sheet, with full particulars, Forwarded on appli- 
agreed upon. cation. W. J. COCKS, Manager. 





WILLIAM HANCOCK, Manager. 
CHARLES H. HUTCHINS, Sub-Manager. 
No. 35, Cornhill, E.C., 14th May, 1891. 


SU FIRE OFFICE, London, E.C. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
STREET,. and 57, Cuarmne-cross, Lonpon. 
’ Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpora.p, Jomt 
F. B. Macpowa.p, } Secretaries. 





Established 1710. The Oldest purely Fire 
Office in the World. 
Home aud Foreign Insurances. 
Law Courts Branca, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
from whens con be htainat Poepecal’ Feoma, Pronpeaezia, 
rom whom can oO Forms, Prospect } 
and al all further information. ae - 


[MPERIAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 
Established 1903. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 








ORTGAGE INSURANCE CORPORA- 
TION (Limited). 
88, Cannon-street, E.C, 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 














94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. Mortgages, Debentures, and Bank Deposits insured. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. Deposits received for Capital Redemption. 
E. COZENS SMITH, T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General ene General Manager. 





LA Ww ASSOCIATION. 


~ INSTITUTED igi7. 





For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 





Tue AnnuaL Generat Courr will be held at the Hart or rug Incorroratep Law Socrery, on Tavurspay, the 


28th inst. 


To receive from the Board of Directors a Report and Statement of Accounts for the past year. 
To elect Officers fur the ensuing year. 


And on General Business. 


The Chair to be ili at TWO o'clock precisely. 


Devereux-buildings, Temple, W.C., 12th May, 1891, 





By order of the Board, 
ARTHUR CARPENTER, Secretary. 
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FIFTY-EIGHTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 


NATIONAL PROVINCIAL BANK OF ENGLAND, LIMITED. | 


14th MAY, 1891. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL, £15,900,000. 
CAPITAL—Paid, £2,417,235; Calls Unpaid (since paid), £3,390; Uncalled, £2,879,375; Reserve Liability, £10,600,000—£15,900,000. 
RESERVE FUND (invested in English Government Securities), £1,626,835 16s. 2d. 
NUMBER OF SHAREHOLDERS, 10,075. 
DIRECTORS. 
CHARLES BARCLAY, Esq. 
Rieut Hon. VISCOUNT COBHAM. 
GEORGE HANBURY FIELD, Esq. 
MAURICE OTHO FITZGERALD, Esq. 
JOHN OLIVER HANSON, Esq. RICHARD BLANEY WADE, Esq. 
CLAUDE VILLIERS EMILIUS LAURIE, Esq. ROBERT WIGRAM, Esq. 
JOINT GENERAL MANAGERS—THOMAS GEORGE ROBINSON, Esq., FREDERICK CHURCHWARD, Esq., and WILLIAM FIDGEON, Esq. 
8OLICITORS—ERNEST JAMES WILDE, Esq., and WALTER EDWARD MOORE, Esq. 


RICHARD BLANEY WADE, HUsq., im the Chair. 


The Directors have the pleasure to report that after making ample provision for all bad and doubtful debts, and providing for the rebate of discount 
on current bills, the profits for the year 1890, including £54,706 14s. 6d. brought forward, amount to £565,048 14s. From this sum the Directors have 
transferred £25,000 to credit of Bank Premises Account, and £10,000 to the Bank’s Benevolent Fund. 

The Directors recommend that a bonus of 6 per cent. be paid, free of Income Tax, to the Proprietors in July next (making, with the dividends and 
bonus already paid, 20 per cent. for the year), and that the balance of £74,892 9s. be carried to the profits of 1891. 

The Share Capital issued last year has been fully subscribed, and the amount received for premiums on the sale of the 2,500 unappropriated Shares 
credited to the Bank’s Premises Account, in accordance with the last Annual Report. 

During the year Branches have been opened at Warrington and in Finchley-road, Hampstead, both of which will, it is expected, prove advan- 
tageous to the Bank and useful to its customers. 

In conjunction with the Bank of England and the leading Banking and Financial Institutions throughout the Kingdom, this Bank joined, to the 
extent of £750,000, in a — in connection with the liquidation by the Bank of England of the estate of Messrs. Baring Brothers & Co., the 
Directors believing it to be to the general interests of the country that the threatened crisis and consequent injury to credit should be prevented. 

The Directors retiring by rotation are Duncan Macpona.p, Esq., Gzorcz Forses Macoimson, Esq., Maurice Orno Firzceraup, Esq., all of whom, 
being eligible, offer themselves for re-election. 

The Directors regret to have to announce the death of Mr. Roderick Mackay, one of the Bank’s Auditors. 

In conformity with the Act of Parliament, the Shareholders are required to elect the Auditors and fix their remuneration. Mr. Edwin Waterhouse 
(of Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.), the retiring Auditor, offers himself for re-election. , 

BALANCE SHEET, 31st December, 1890. 
LIABILITIES. ASSETS. 
CAPITAL :— £ CASH :— £ a. 

40,000 Shares of £75 each, £10 10s. paid ... don 420,000 At Bank of England and at Head Office and 

150,625 . £60 ,, £12 are --» 1,807,500 Branches an joi oie ioe -. 4,148,846 9 0 
“63,245 ,, £60 ,, £3 Se ,, Calland Short Notice ...  ...  . ... 4,382,088 1 10 
2,417,235 8,530,934 10 10 
RESERVE FUND :— INVESTMENTS :— Cae 
At 31st December, 1889... --» 1,450,000 0 0 English Government Securities ... 7,578,504 9 7 
Add from premiums received on Indian and Colonial Government, 
new issue in 1890 aan -- 176,835 16 2 Railway Debenture, and other 


—— 1,626,835 Securities ... ide .. 5,831,570 13 5 
Amount due by Bank on Deposits, &c. ... sss .» 39,587,476 —_—— 


Acceprancgs, covered by Cash or Securities ... ask 258,952 
PROFIT AND LOSS ACCOUNT :— 

Balance from year 1889... «- £54,706 14 6 

Net Profits for year 1890 ... .. 510,341 19 6 


FRANCIS CHARLES LE MARCHANT, Esq. 
DUNCAN MACDONALD, Esq. 

GEORGE FORBES MALCOLMSON, Esq. 
HENRY PAULL, Esq. 
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13,410,075 3 0 
Britis Discountep, Loans, &c. __.. 21,408,732 6 3 


Banxkine Premises in London and Country ce 8 615,649 15 1 





565,048 14 0 

Less Dividend & Bonus 

for half-year ending 

30th June (10 pr cnt.) £222,750 0 0 

Do. for half-year 

ending 31st Dec. (1 

per cent.) ... -.. 222,750 0 0O 
Interest for half-year 

to 31st December (5 

per cent.) on First in- 

stalment of new issue 9,656 


or 


455,156 
Transferred to Bank 
agra ~ account ... 25,000 
. to Bank’s Bene- 
volent Fund... .-- 10,000 


A 
oclUC OlhCUSOhNICO 


490,156 5 0 
acento 74,892 9 0 











£43,965,391 15 2 | £43,965,391 15 2 
Notr.—The above statement of liabilities does not include the Bank’s guarantee for £750,000 to the Baring Guarantee Fund. ° 
Ricnarp B. Wapz, D. Macponatp, Rost. Wicram, Directors. T. G. Roxsrnson, F. Cuurcnwarp, W..Frmaron, Joint General Managers. 

I iy Aa report that I have ascertained the correctness of the Cash Balances, and of the Money at Call and Short Notice as entered in the above 

Balance Sheet, and have inspected the securities representing the investments of the bank, and found them in order. I have also examined the 

Balance Sheet in detail with the books at the Head Office and with the certified returns from each Branch, and in my opinion such Balance Sheet is 
properly drawn up s0 as to exhibit a true and correct view of the state of the Bank’s affairs as shown by such books and returns. 

EDWIN WATERHOUSE, Auditor. 


At the Annual Meeting the Report was adopted, and the retiring Directors were re-elected, and Mr. Edwin Waterhouse and Mr. William Barclay 
Peat pa elected Auditors for the current year. 


best thanks of the Proprietors were given to the Directors, General Managers, Branch Managers, and other Officers of the Bank, and to the 
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